To:  Memorandum to Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Administrative File
From: Julie Keating, CH2M Hill, x2505
Date: September 18, 2006

RE: Response to CDPHE and EPA Comments to Appendix A, Comprehensive Risk
Assessment, of the October 2005 Draft RCRA Facility Investigation — Remedial
Investigation/Corrective Measures Study — Feasibility Study Report for the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VIII provided comments to Appendix
A, Comprehensive Risk Assessment, of the October 2005 Draft RCRA Facility
Investigation — Remedial Investigation/Corrective Measures Study — Feasibility Study
Report for the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. A response to comments was
prepared for each of the comments formally transmitted. Attached is the response to

comment file.
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Comment/Response for the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 1: Executive Summary

No. -

less than 8 feet bgs were included...”

EY- -, Source .. |- Comment Typé Comment Scope . Comment . RESPONSE
1 The following are the comments resulting from a review of Appendix A, Draft CRA, See responses to General and Specific comments below.
| Volumes 1 through: 15. Except where specifically noted, the Human. Health portions
) of each of the volumes reached the appropriate conclusions and there are. no specific
! comments. Therefore, the following comments are primarily related to the ecological |
risk assessment portion of the CRA. Draft CRA Volumes 3 through 14, related to the
e i Well Tzl A7 4 terrestrial Exposure ‘Units (EUs) are generally well-written and clearly organized.
However, as noted in the following comments, there are several issues that warrant
consideration. The review identified that there were issues that were repeated and
common for Volumes 3 through: 14. Therefore, as seen below, a general set of
comments applicable to Volumes 3 through 14 have been grouped together.
VOLUME 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY lin response to regulatory agency comments that the RI/FS report include
In general, the intended audience and objective for the Draft Rocky Flats CRA an entire section that summarizes the CRA, Section 7 of the Final R/FS
Executive Summary is questioned. The executive summaries of risk assessments report was prepared. The Parties agreed that the approved text of the
typically provide a condensed version: of the full risk assessment along with faithful RI/FS Section 7 text would be used for the Executive Summary (ES) of
' reproductions of pertinent figures, tables, and graphs. This Executive Summary is the CRA. A revised CRA ES/RI-FS Section 7 was prepared, and it
more of a cross between a typical executive summary and a fact sheet, intended for included text, table, and figure revisions that were-responcive to the EPA
EPA General ES G1 Vol 1- Exec Summ the general public. Much of the text, figures, and tables were over simplified in an CRA ES comments. The Section 7/CRA ES text provides rmore details of
‘ attempt to make the document understandable to the‘lay public. In the process, the CRA methodology and findings pursuant to this VOLUME 1 -
il many important points are‘lost or unclear. It is recommended that the Executive EXECUTIVE SUMMARY comment. It was reviewed by the Parties in June
i Summary be revised to provide a condensed version of the results rather than a 2006, and approved.
b generalized fact sheet. As indicated below, these results should be iintegrated into
one RI/FS Executive Summary.
‘ As statediin comments on the main text of the RI/FS, itis recommended that the See comment response. above.
| | RI/FS be revised to include only one Executive Summary (rather than having one for
| | the RI/FS and one for the CRA), which should be presented at the beginning of the
EPA | General ES-G2 Vol 1- Exec Summ | gy/es The following comments are designed to assist in identifying areas where the
% ‘ | CRA portion: of the Executive Summary should be revised:
I |
I | Page ES-4, Section 2.0, last paragraph: The Aquatic Exposure Unit (AEU) summary | These details are pprovided in Volumes 15B1 and 15B2. They will not be
‘ should be followed by a bullet-by-bullet summary of the AEU-specific characteristics | included in the 'Executive Summary for the purpose of brevity.
EPA Specific ES-S1 Vol 1 - Exec:Summ- ' ' and potential source areas, similar to the list presented for eachterrestrial Exposure
{ I Unit (EU).
[ | Page ES-4, Section 3.1, last paragraph: As noted:numerous times iniprevious The requested change will be made.
, comments, the statement that “data-are adequate for the purposes of the CRA” is an:
i over-simplification of the Data Adequacy Report conclusions and does not address
‘ any of the potential data limitations and:biases associated: with the underlying
; datasets utilized in the CRA. Please revise the statement to indicate that the data :
; | are generally found to be adequate, however, there are certain:limitations to some of i
EPA Specific i ES-S2 Vol 1 - Exec Summ the data sets which have been discussed in each volume of the CRA and noted in !
: the uncertainty sections of the reports (NOTE: data limitations have not been. 1
completely addressed inthe Draft CRA, however, this issue should be addressed in i
revisions to the document:in:accordance with comments on:Volumes 2 through 15). i
il
| |
| | ‘Page ES-5, Section 3.2, 1st sentence: While it is recognized that this statementis | Reference to the number of data records will be deleted, and a more
: intended to demonstrate the sheer volume of data available for RFETS (2 million | detailed description of the types of data available for the CRA will be
‘ data records), as written the term “record” could potentially be misinterpreted as 1 provided.
EPA Specific ES-S3 Vol 1 - Exec Summ “samples”, which is incorrect. Recommend  revising the statement as follows: il
“...approximately 2 million data records (from X, XXX unique samples site-wide)...”.
i
Page ES-5, Section 3.2, paragraph-after first bullet list: The rationale provided for | The use of surface soil data only for terrestrial wildlife receptors is in
why surface soil and surface sediment data were combined for the HHRA (i.e., accordance with the CRA Methodology. The majority of the samples in the
EPA Specific ES-S4 Vol 1 - Exec Summ “because both are surficial: media and the exposure patterns are assumed to be -.combined data set (i.e. surface soil/surface sediment) are soil samples |
‘ similar”) also applies to terrestrial wildlife receptors. It should:be clarified as to why and the data adequacy evaluation (Volume 2, Attachment 3) indicated
terrestrial wildlife evaluated using a-dataset.comprise oniy of surface soil. these soil' data are adequate for the terrestrial ERA. No.ct.ange will be
made to the text.
Page ES-5, footnote: This footnote is in error and should be revised: as follows: “All The footnote is correct as stated. No .change will be made to the footnote.
EPA Specific ES-S5 Vol 1 - Exec Summ samples with a starting depth-less than or equal t0 0.5 feet bgs and an ending depth

PAGE 1 OF 4



Comment/Response for the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 1: Executive Summary

o Source.

1 f~yc:or'nmeht Type &

“No. " .

" Comment Scope

‘Comment

" RESPONSE

EPA

Specific

ES-S6

Vol 1. - Exec Summ

Page ES-6, Section 4.1: iIn Step 1, andilater throughout the document, the term
“acceptable” concentrations appear. It is not clear what this means, and the use of
the word with quotation marks around make its use more comfortable. The
‘maximum detected concentrations or UCLs are compared to conservative screening
levels. The purpose of these screening fevels is to focus-the quantitative risk
assessment onithe analytes which may pose an adverse risk to the receptors-at a
site. Concentrations below these levels are considered: de minimus and not thought
to pose any adverse health-.concems. The screening levels were set at a 1E-06
cancer risk fevel and 0.1 non-cancer risk level to account for cumulative effects from
muitiple contaminants. The document should be clarified to say this.

References to "acceptable concentrations” will be deleted.

EPA

Specific

ES-S6

Vol 1 -Exec Summ

In addition, the non-cancer screening level should be 0.1 not 1.0'as currently written
in-Step 1.

' The non-cancer HQ will not be referenced in the text. it is /eferenced
" correctly in: Figure ES.3.

EPA

Specific

ES-§7

Vol 1 - Exe¢c Summ

Page ES-7, 1st full paragraph: in what appears to be an &ttempt to simplify the
document, the first paragraph pertaining to COCs in some EUs or media, lbut not
others, is confusing. From a casual reading it sounded like only 5 of the EUs were
even evaluated. It would'be helpfull to expand this paragraph to fully expiain how all

+ of the media and EUs were evaluated using this screening process. Because max
values were below background or risk-based screening vslues, certain media and
EUs didn’'t have COCs. And'then, those EUs and media which did have COCs were
evaluated quantitatively in the risk assessment process.

. The second paragraph of Section 5.1 will be revised to indicate that the
i COC selection process was applied to each EU.

EPA

Specific

ES-S8

1 Vol 1-Exec.Summ

Page ES-9, Last full paragraph: The term “acceptable concentrations” shows up
again here. See comment #1 above.

The reference to “acceptable concentration® will be deletec.

EPA

Speciﬁc

ES-89

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

| Page ES-10, Ingestion of Deer and Grazing Animals: It appears that something got
lostiin the translation from the evaluation of this pathway. Simply saying that a risk is

|| less than 10% of the total is not helpful if the total risk is highly elevated and well

| above action levels. Please expand this section to include more of the actual report.
!

The section will be expanded as suggested.

EPA

Specific

ES-S10

i Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-11, Section 4.2.3: ‘Since Section 4.2.2 was “Evaluation of Insignificant
+ Pathways”, shouldn't this section:be entitled “Evaluation of Complete and Significant
Pathways™? The document flow doesn’t make sense otherwise.

Discussion of complete and significant pathways is provided in Section.
5.2.1 (formerly 4.2.1). The title of Section 5.2.2 will be “Evzluation of
Surface Water, Indoor Air, and Ingestion: of Deer and Grazing: Animals
Pathways.”

EPA

Specific

ES-S11i

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-12, Section 4.3: The textin Section 4.3 on the Toxicity Assessment has
ibeen simplified too much. it would have been more helpful to. include more of the
text from the Comprehensive Risk Assessment.

The section will be expanded as-suggested.

EPA

Specific

ES-S12

} Vol 1 - Exec Summ:

Page ES-12, Section 4.4: Please spell out “COC” and “CSF” in the first paragraph.
There appears to be missing text after 1 in 10,000..... :

COC and CSF are previously defined in:the Executive Summary. The
words "to be™ will be inserted after 10,000...

EPA

Specific

iES-S13

Vol 1 - Exec Summ:

‘Page ES-13, 1st full paragraph: It is recommended that it be reiterated that all of the
EUs were evaluated, but only 5 of them had COCs which were taken through the
quantitative risk assessment process, and here are the results.

' The text will be revised to indicate that risk estimates were calculated for
the 5 EUs where COCs were identified.

EPA

Specific

ES-S14

Vol 1: - Exec Summ

‘Page ES-13, Section:4.5: The Uncertainty Discussion appears to be very one-sided.

and present a more balanced discussion of the uncertainties which contribute to
underestimating.the risk as well as overestimating it.

It would be helpful to use more of the text from the Comprehensive Risk Assessment

The section will be expanded as suggested.

EPA

Specific

ES-815

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

‘Page ES-13, Section: 5.0: This section should be reviced to explicitly identify the
ecological receptors of concem, including the selected representative. wildlife
species, evaluated in the Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA).

A new table (ES.9) will be prepared to identify the ecological receptors of

| concem.
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Comment/Response for the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 1: Executive Summary

EU

Source

‘ Comment Type :

No.

| Comment Scope

Comment

« RESPONSE '

EPA

Specific

ES-S16

Vol 1 - Exec Surmm

| ES-14, Section 5.3: Other sections. within the Executive Summary already present a

summary of the data quality assessment, data adequacy evaluation, and the types of
Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) utilized in the ERA, which are all part of the
Data Quality Objective (DQO) procedure. Therefore, itiis not necessary to reiterate
that the ERA was performed in accord with.DQOs. In addition, the statement that

| “...tolerable error limits -and rules for optimization of the ERA design were provided
| [in the CRA Methodologyl” is not true. As seen in.the CRA Methodology, the Type |

and Type ll error rates were “undefined” for the purposes of evaluating ecological
risks, and the data adequacy evaluation.did not include any design optimization
changes due to-quantitative power calculations. ' This entire section should be:
removed.

This section will be removed.

EPA

Specific

ES-S17

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

ES-16, Section 5.4, Step 4, Aquatic Receptors: The text should be revised to identify
the basis of the Exposure Point Concentration (EPC) used in the risk assessment

| when: calculating Hazard Quotients (HQs) for aquatic receptors, similar to the

summary provided for terrestrial receptors.

The subject text will be deleted and the section will be simplified and will
reference iFigure ES.8.

EPA

Specific

ES-S18

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

ES-16, Section 5.5: This section should be revised to clarify that potential risks to
wildlife from ingestion of ECOPCs in food items were calculated based on literature-
based soil-to-tissue bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) andiuptake regression models,
not measured tissue concentrations.

These details are provided in Volumes 3 through 15. No change will be
made to the text.

EPA

Specific

ES-519

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

ES-18, Section 5.6, last paragraph, 2nd to last sentence: As noted in the AEU-
Specific Comments, in the aquatic risk assessment for surface water, the default
ESts (as identified in the CRA Methodology) were usually based on-the chronic

. Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) -and the “alternative” toxicity (AT) values
were usually based on the acute AWQC. The basis and interpretation of the acute
AWQC is very different than the chronic AWQC. Therefore, it is important that AT
not be interpreted: as an “alternate™ estimate of the default ESL. In addition, both the
chronic AWQC and the acute AWQC are effect-based criteria, and it is not
appropriate to make statements to the effect that the surface water ESL (chronic
AWQC) is a NOAEL-based value and the surface water AT (acute AWQC) is a
LOAEL-based value.

The text will:be clarified.

EPA

Specific

ES-S20

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

| Page ES-18, Section 5.7.1: This section describes the process used iin the

| terrestrial risk assessments for each of the EUs to interpret soil HQs with regardito
risk potential.. However, this is not the procedure utilized in the aquatic risk
assessment when interpreting surface water and sediment HQs. For aquatic
receptors, population-level effects were based on the frequency and:magnitude of
sample HQs above 1. This section should: be revised to present a summary of the
approach used to interpret potential risks to aquatic receptors from surface water and
sediment.

Additionall detail regarding the defining of risk potential!in the aquatic
ERAs will be provided.

EPA

Specific

ES-821

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-19, Risk Description/Summary Table ES.10: Neither the Risk
Characterization, Risk Description, or Tabie ES.10 present sufficient information on
- how rrisk conclusions were detemmined using the available information presented in
the ERA. Section 5.7.3 should be revised: to include the following information for
each EU/AEU: a summary of the risk assessment conclusions based on the
calculated HQs (e.g., low to moderate risk potential), other available lines of
evidence, uncertainties that were important in interpreting potential risks, the risk
management conclusions (e.g., no significant risks), the relative confidence in the
risk conclusion. Table ES.10 should be revised to present the summary of risk
conclusions {e.g., no risk, low risk).

Table 11.1:in Volumes 3 through 15-currently presents the risk
conclusions for each receptor group and EU/AEU. More detail will be
added to Table ES.10 to clarify the risk conclusions, and a {ootnote will be
added to note uncertainties in the risk conclusions.
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R |

Source

Comment Type

- "No.: -

. ° COmmem Scbpe

.. Comment

“RESPONSE

EPA

Specific

ES-822

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-19, Section 5.7.2, 2nd paragraph, 2ndisentence: The text states that
uncertainties related to ECOPC concentrations in prey tissues were “...because very
little food tissue data were available for use”. This statementimplies that HQ
calculations were based on measured data, which is not true. Alternate HQs were
calculated using median BAFs because use of the 90th.percentile BAF-may tend to ‘
overestimate tissue concentrations from soil. This statement should be deleted.

Given the details provided in.the previous sections on the use of exposure

models for. estimating:.risks, the statement does not appear to be

| misleading in the context of an uncertainty discussion. No change will be

made to the text.

EPA

Specific

ES-823

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Page ES-20, Section 5.9: 1t is unclear why background risk estimates were not
calculated for surface water or sediment, especially given that site HQs for several
ECOPCs were above 1.in some AEUs. The use of background risk estimates in:
interpreting site risks is equally important for alf media, not just surface soil. Please
clarify why background risks are not calculated for surface water and sediment. |

‘Background risks will be calculated for surface water and sediment in. the

revised CRA and described in Section 6.8 of the revised Volume 1.

EPA

Specific

ES-S24

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Table ES-3: Table ES-3 whichlists some of the exposure assumptions is not the
same table as in the Comprehensive Risk Assessment. Itis apparent that this is an
attempt to simplify the document. However, it is important that the public understand
the thorough: job which was done evaluating all of the exposure pathways andi
assumptions for the various receptors at this site. Why not use the same tables as in |
the Comprehensive Risk Assessment?

The table will be replaced with the table from the CRA, Volumes 3 through
15.

EPA

Specific

ES-S25

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Table ES-4: It is not a problem listing the toxicity criteria for only the contaminants
which were COCs, however, it should be explained'in the text that hundreds of
analytes detected at the site were evaluated against toxicity criteria Also, the source
of the toxicity criteria should be footnoted:in this:table.

The text wiil be modified to indicate that the toxicity criteria for non-COCs
are presented in the CRA Methodology.

EPA

Specific

ES-826

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Figure E7: The human health: site conceptual model shown in Figure E7 is not the
site conceptual model in the Comprehensive Risk Assessment. This is a much more
simplified version. Why not use the model in the Comprehensive Risk. Assessment
so people are aware of the thorough:job done in evaluating all possible pathways by
which the receptors could be exposed? if there is some reason this figure is to be
retained, “WRW” and “WRV™ should be defined in this figure.

Figure ES.4 willlbe replaced with the CRA figure of the Sita Conceptual
‘Model.

EPA

Specific

ES-S27

Vol 1 - Exec Summ

Figure ES.10: This illustrated site conceptual'model does not identify several
important ecological exposure pathways. For example, direct contact of terrestrial
plants and invertebrates with surface soil and direct contact of benthic organisms
with sediment are not included in this figure. In.addition, the significant routes of.
exposure identified for fish is ingestion of surface water and sediment (identified'as a
red line). This figure should be revised to accurately portray the ecological exposure
pathways. :

The illustrated Site Conceptual Model will be deleted.
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Responses to Comments on the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 2

| ‘matrix. White the conclusions reached in these sections may indeed be true, these
| ‘sections, as presented, do not provide enough: information to arrive at those

conclusions. The summaries are overly generalized andi do not provide specific
-details associated with the respective data to allow the reader to-independently
confirm the conclusions. Please provide additional information in the summary text

PAGE 1QF 24

clearly that the review process described:in the above comment has been
performed.

|l The authors have applied the prescribed and agreed-upon Data Quality
| Objectives (DQO) as defined:in Sections 3 through 5 of the Rl and

EU . Source’ | CommentType [ No. | - CommentScope |- . Comment - RESPONSE
| ‘ 1 VOLUME 2 - CRA METHODLOGY AND DATA DESCRIPTION See responses: to General and Specific Comments. below.
‘ | in general, this volume is well-written and clearly organized; and it is clear that many
| i of the previous comments on the pre-draft versions have been incorporated into this
EPA Intro Vot2 version. However, as:indicated in the comments provided below, the review has
i identified several issues which warrant.consideration.
| g .
| | V2 G1. ‘Data Description. Section 2.1 provides a general overview of data available | Volume 2, Section 2.1 wili:‘be expanded to discuss the types of data and
: i and the approach for assessing-data quality. However, the intent of the Data sample depth assumptions usediin the CRA, and to reference Attachment
| ‘ Description section should be to present a concise and specific description of the 2 of Volume 2 for the data:processing steps performed on the data to
| data usedito assess risk. In addition, the Data Description sections provided in arrive at “CRA ready” data. Attachment 2 of Volume 2 will be revised to
. Volumes 3 through 14 (Section 1.1.2 in-each volume) make reference to Volume 2 include a section on data processing that:includes a compliete list of
‘ | for the “detailed description. of data storage and processing methods”™. Neither the reasons. data may not be deemed “CRA ready”. Because the process
; ' data used:in the CRA, nor the data processing methods have been clearly used to arrive at “CRA ready” data was used for the Rl (i.e., the-.same
documented. The text should be revised to present or reference the main text of the | data are used for the Rl 'and CRA, with a few exceptions [which willibe
RI/FS for the overall description of available data and the database Soil Water ihighlighted)),. the term will be changed to “Rl ready”.
' Database (SWD) (please see RI/FS comments which request that the description of
the SWD and associated dataset be clarified). While itiis recognized that the EU- One of the “Rl ready” data processing steps is removal of surface water
specific data descriptions are presented in: Volumes 3-15, the text in this section and sediment data that are for locations where there is nopotential for
(Volume 2, Main Text) is the place that shouldipresent a description of the types of thuman or aquatic receptor exposure to the water/sediment, e.g., data for
data are used in the risk assessment. The data description should first clarify that sumps and manholes or features that:no longer exist. These data are
| the risk assessment objective is to evaluate risks from residual contamination classified as No Aquatic Exposure (NAE) (see Attachment 2, Section 2.2
following Accelerated Actions, and the text should explain that only post-removal of Volume 2). It is noted that additional review of surface water/sediment
dataiis used. Please clarify that pre-removal data at sites with Accelerated Actions is | sampling‘location descriptions since the October 2005 Drait RI/FS report
EPA General Ve-G1 Vol 2 deemed:No Longer Relevant (NLR). Examples of specific items that should be was released indicates the data for the stations shown on Figure R1 and
described-include: - described in Table R2 should not beincluded in:the “RI ready” dataset,
¢ Confirmation surface soil data used for locations where Accelerated Actions i.e., they are now classified as"NAE. They will not be included in the Final
occurred, RI/FS and: CRA as agreed to by the regulatory agencies in meetings
-during the Spring-of 2006. |
¢ “Surface soil” at locations where Accelerated Actions:has occurred.are actually |
subsurface soil since imported clean backfill has been placed in the excavation
(as indicatediin Attachment 3, page 6), |
o  Depth assumptions for surface soil/sediment, subsurface soil/sediment, ‘
: : e  Types of samples used for each media type (e.g., grabs, composites, total,
i | dissolved, etc.),
| I
} ; | s CRA data rules (e.g., post 1991, maximum depth of 8 feet, etc), and
|
} | | ‘ s Rules for using soil samples that are adjacent to water as sediment.
i l The data descriptions for individual EU volumes should be reviewed to ensure that all || Table 1.1 in each of the EU volumes indicates when an accelerated'action,
! I 'EUs and AEUs indicate when an Accelerated Action has occurred ini the EU/AEU, occurred for an IHSS. Section 2.1 of Volume 2 has'been expanded to
3 ‘ indicate that confirmation samples are being:used, and indicate the approximate discuss NLR data associated with excavated: soil and the classification of
‘ EPA General V2-G1 Vol 2 depth of confirmation samples (assumed to be the surface soil). confirmation:samples from: the bottom of excavations as surface soil
‘ samples. For each EU where the risk associated with a COC or ECOPC
; is elevated because of the surface soil classification of confirmation
‘ ; samples, this is addressed in.the risk characterization.
‘ il V2 G2. ATTACHMENT 2: Data Quality Assessment (DQA). The DQA shouldibe a To address the various points, text from the Comment was copiedland
il review of the entire data generation process for every data point that is included in  highlighted in italics for clarification.
| amy:part of the decision-making process. That:is, the DQA should take the process
i as a whole from sampling to analysis to data validation to data-qualification and | The DQA should be a review of the entire data generation process. for
{ report on the usability of the dataset given cues anywhere from field quality control | oyen, data point that is included in-any part of the decision-making
{QC) samples o laboratory QC to geospatial trends. However, this DQA appearsto | process. That is, the DQA should take the process as a whole from
| stop short of: (1) exploring the potential reasons for poor QC sample results; (2) . sampling to analysis to data validation to data qualification and report on
| -applying additional qualification as a result of a holistic data review;.and (3) stating | e ysability of the dataset given cues anywhere from field quality control
EPA General va-G2 Vol 2 whether there is any other data used in decision-making that was not captured during || (QC) samples to laboratory QC to geospatial trends.
this DQA review. Furthermore, the DQA as a whole reads more like an extended i
Executive Summary because insufficient detail is provided. As an example, Section . . ) ; -
] 3.0 presents and discusses.findings associated with each analytical group and The text in:Section 1 of this document wilii be enhanced to describe more
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Source

- Comment Type

.No.

Comment Scope

- Comment.

RESPONSE

to support the conclusions, such as:

e  Percent of data qualified
o  Percent of data rejected and reasons

e Trends associated with the data, possiblyillustrated in graphs, tables and/or
maps

« Impact of qualifications to the data set, by analytical group and' sample matrix

«  Numbers of QC samples collected, by location and analytical group, possibly
presented on a figure

e  Other pertinent information that would help justify the conclusions

PAGE 20F 24

Section 3.1.5 of the Final Comprehensive Risk Asses”sment.Work Plan
and Methodology, September 2004 (CRA) to this data set. This data set
was derived from the efforts of multiple agency-reviewediand! -approved

work plans and contains comprehensive data qualifier flags and validation

reasons that describe data usability for each anatytical record'in
accordance with these work plans.

However, this DQA appears to stop short of: (1) exploring the potential
reasons for poor QC sample resulits; (2) applying additional qualification
as a result of a holistic data review; and (3) stating whether there is any
other data used in decision-making that was not captured during this DQA
review.

The text in Section 3 of this document will be enhanced to more clearly
describe the validationiand verification that the data have undergone as
prescribed in the approved work plans.

The authors believe that using the data set to look for potential trends or
to suggest findings that were missed by the thorough DQA pracess for
each approved work plan could result inidata qualification that is. less
accurate than currently represented in the dataset. And, because there is
no standard to the holistic.approach, that approach would be very difficult
to defend. For example, when using this approach to determine duplicate
iprecision, how does one decide whether it is most appropriate to examine
field duplicate precision by matrix and location; or by matrix, depth, and
location; or by matrix, depth and method; or by matrix, depth, and analyte
‘because imprecision may be specific to any of the variables and would
need to be evaluated according to the specific situation. The potential for
adding improper data flags would outweigh any potential gain.in site
characterization by this exercise:.

Furthermore, the DQA as a whole reads more like an extended Executive
Summary because insufficient detail is provided. As an example, Section
3.0 presents and discusses findings associated with each anaiytical group
and matrix. While the conclusions reached in these sections may indeed
be true, these sections, as presented, do not provide enough information
to arrive at those conclusions. The summaries are overly generalized and
do not provide specific details associated with the respective data to allow
the reader to independently confirm the.conclusions.

The comment that Section:3.0 summarizes the findings and lacks
sufficient detail will be addressed in the final version: by more clearly
delineating where additional: detai! can:be found. :For clarification, the
section is intended to summarize the findings and the reader can.find the
details desirediin the tables referenced:in this section. This particular
approach was taken in response to comments from an earlier version of
this document where the reviewer suggested that these details shouid be
placed in the following tables:

Please provide additional information in the summary text to support the
conclusions, such as:

* Percent of data gualified
- Table A.2.3 Percent of data qualified

 Percent of dala rejected and reasons
- Table A2.6. Percent data rejected. (The percentage of data rejected is

discussed in Section 3.0). See response S$2.31 for reason:codes

| explanation.

o Trends associated with the data, possibly illustrated in graphs, tables
and/or maps
- See next response to comment section following:these bullets

* Impact of qualifications to the data set, by analytical group and sample

matrix
WAL
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Source -

the sample matrix that is/are not achieving the acceptance is paramount. For
example, this assessment should include a determination if the “problem” samples
are alllocated iin.a similar region. Also, any assessment must specify the total
number of samples and the fraction that do not meet acceptance criteria. Further, if

| matrixinterferences are identified, provide information to support this conclusion.
| The resuits of these evaluations should be presentediin the respective summaries.

EU | -Comment Type No. . ~Comment Scope .+ Comment ‘RESPONSE
; - See next response to comment section following these bullets ‘
; s Numbers -of QC samples collected, by location and analvtical group, !
possibly presented on a fiqure |
- See next response to comment i
s other pertinent information that would help justify the conclusions 1
| | - Tables A2.1, A2.7, A2.9 provides other pertinent information. i
il i |
| i ‘Examples of data presentation alternatives depend on the type of QC sample and/or | These types.of data presentations to define PARCC parameters, such as !
| the trend to be illustrated. For example, duplicate sample comparisons are precision of duplicates, are inconsistent with the DQOs definediin the Rl |
| presented in graphical format. The graph-is presented as original sample versus and the CRA and!the interpretation of these presentations. does not follow |
i duplicate sampile. All data points, including non-detect values, are shown. ‘Non- any commonly accepted protocols. Generally, this DQA is based on'the |
‘ detects are plotted at the reported ND value (e.g., as 0.1 for <0.1).and the line of premise that the work plans, data validation efforts, quality assurance
EPA General V2-G2 | Vol 2 identity shown to determine how close to a-slope of 1 the duplicate pairs come. QC plans, and data evaluation activities that ledito this data set were
‘ samples should also be mapped to help:illustrate any trends geospatialilocation. adequately designed and carried out. The agency and other stakeholders.
Specific recommendations on additional tables are presented in the comments have had continuous oversight and input into the activities that led to the |
: below. data that are in.the RI/FS data set. No change will be made as a result of
Il this comment.
il
| | Additionally, there are various statements that appear repeatedly within this section The process:used to verify and correct transcription errors willibe defined.
i andirequire additional information for each instance: The degree of confidence in data that were not subjected to V&V will be
i “Transcription errors (and validator-calculated minimum detectable activities) have no | defined.
impact on: data quality....” Please provide additional information to justify these
statements. These errors can impact data quality if they are not fixed correctly or not
identified. Indicate the process taken: to verify and: correct transcription errors for
EPA General ve-Gz Vot2 samples that were subjected:to V&V. Further, explain what confidence isplaced on
data that were not subjected to V&V with respect to ensuring transcription errors did
not occur there. If non-V&YV data cannot be held to the same confidence as V&V
data, this must be explicitly stated, and the specific-analyte(s) and/or sample media
identified.
i “The percentage of all observations is low and within:method expectations”. Please || Method expectations are extracted from the published methods’
| provide additional information on method expectations. That is, state the method | documentation, and common‘EPA and other regulatory guidance
| expectations and how they were derived. Then, quantify the total number of | documents. The numbers of observations and percentages are provided
? observations and the number/percentage of observations that did not meet the ‘ in Table A2.5. Exploration of reasons beyond the definitions described in
: referenced condition, and then explain why the frequency of QC samples that do not | Table A2.3 would require retuming to the ihardcopy data packages and
meet acceptance criteria are or are not acceptable. Further, explore the likely | validation reports and.is not within the :scope of this project. Although it
EPA General v2-G2 Vol 2 reason(s) for poor response. For example, itis not always sufficient to assert | was considered, it was concluded that the value added with this step does
homogeneity of soils as the singular reason for poor RPDs. While soil homogeneity | not warrant the additional labor and expense. No change has been made
| is always a concem, there may be more information illuminated by paying attention. as a result of this comment.
| to the conditions and/or trends in the poor recoveries, especially when it is a
] particular location/area or analysis group that seems particularly affected.
i “This is more-indicative of matrix interferences than an overall precision issue.” While | The specific text will be modified to support the statement.
i it'is true that matrix‘interferences can impact the overall precision of sample analysis,
‘ they are not the only reason for poor RPD values. The purpose of the well-rounded! 3
1 QA program, where several different types of QC samples are required, is to aid in Y
| identifying potential bias in the sample data. Duplicate analyses are a part of that |
| overall QA program. RPD evaluations are a validi toof for determining: precision of ‘
. the analytical: program, ‘but must be augmented!not simply by identifying the number ;
EPA General V2-G2 Vol 2 i of.samples that did not meet criteria. Thatis, consideration for.the analyte(s) and/or }
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Comment

EU. Source Comment Type |~ “No. ... Comment Scope RESPONSE - - _
| i “The noted omissions and/or errors do not impact data quality as the omitted data The V&V observations are defined iin: Table A2.3. The impacis of the
‘ ] \ | was not required for V&V." Firstly, define a V&V observation and explain what observations were assessed during V&V through appropriate qualification
| " impact various kinds of observations may have. For example, V&V may resuilt in of data. This is a specific observation-associated with specific reason
‘ observations that are purely contractual in nature and do not impact the overall codes (802 and 804, as presented in Table A2.3). Alternative reason
quality of the data. They may be a transcription or other. error, that once identified codes (801 and 803) were also used by reviewers to denote cmissions
EPA General v2-G2 | Vol 2 during V&V and!corrected do not impact data quality. ‘Or they may be serious, that were required for data validation.. Only data qualified with the former
i irreversible errors that do impact the data quality. Once this is added to the report, (reason codes 802 and 804) were described in: this manner. iNo change
: then.add sufficient detail to the respective-summary statements (as indicated in ‘has been:made as a result of this comment.
i ! previous comments above)-to allow for independent concurrence.
} i
: “While the percentage of several of the observations is high, itiis important to note This will be addressediin the specific. comments below.
j that this analyte group...has noimpact on site characterization.” While this may be a
| true statement, 'having high: exceedances of QC requirements may show a systemic
EPA | General V2-G2 Vol 2 problem and/bias. for a portion or entire set of analytical data. Substantiate this
: statement with additional information/examples. Additional Specific Comments are
‘ provided below.
|
1 V2 G3. ATTACHMENT 3 — Data Adequacy Report (DAR), Groundwater-and Surface | In the calculation of Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for surface
| Water Data Adequacy: The document iindicates that groundwater data are adequate | water, no distinction is made between in-stream surface water and seep
and are used to evaluate the groundwater-to-surface water exposure pathway (page | surface water, i.e., the EPC is. based on all surface water data for the EU
50). Itis alsoindicated that groundwater data have been evaluated to delineate or AEU. Therefore, exposure of ecological receptors to contaminated|
contaminant plumes and used to assess the potential for impacts to surface water. seep water has been addressed in the risk assessment. The DAR also
! However, the DAR only discusses data from seeps in order to assess the potential does not-differentiate in-stream and seep surface water. Alllsurface water
i for human health risks (i.e., seep data are compared to PRGs). As stated inprevious | data are compared'to PRGs (Figures A3.25 through A3.32). As statediin
i \ comments (comments on June 2005 Pre-Draft Data Adequacy Report), it is not clear | Section 2.8, the monitoring programs at RFETS were designed to protect
] EPA 1 General V2-G3 Voli2 why the approach includes an evaluation of seep data to surface water humanhealth | humanhealth and the environment, and:have produced data that are
i i PRGs, but there is-no mention of any .comparisons to surface water seeps to ESLs. adequate for determining the nature and extent of contamination and the
i ‘ ; In.general, itiis:agreed that comparison: of seep water to ESLs is'not necessary for establishment of ambient surface water quality pursuant to WQCD policy.
| i | seeps that do not discharge directly to surface water. However, the DAR Surface ‘No:changes will be made.
| : ! WaterData Adequacy (Section 2.8) does not clearly evaluate the approach for
| addressing the potential for ecological exposures to contaminated seep water or
groundwater discharging to surface water. Please revise the DAR to discuss:
|
I Agquatic Receptors. The primary concemn for aquatic receptors would be the impact Because the EPCs for surface water are based-on an aggregation of both
' of seeps on surface water. The objective of the DAR for this matter should be to. in-stream and seep surface water quality data, there seems to be little
| discuss whether available surface water and sediment data represent areas where value in focusing on the adequacy of seep data per se, orthe fraction of
EPA General V2-G3 Vol .2 - groundwater may discharge to surface water, and how the surface water data set total exposure by the PMJIM and non-PMJM receptors to seep water
takes into account the potential influences from. seep areas. contaminants. No changes will be made.
|
i Wildlite Receptors, Non-PMJM. The DAR should'be revised to indicate that although | See response to the comment above.
| | wildlife receptors:may occasionally drink from seeps, given the other on-site surface
| ! . water sources (e.g., creeks, ditches, ponds), it is highly unlikely that a substantial
‘ ' ‘ Y | fraction of the total water intake would be derived solely from seeps. In.addition,
EPA General V2-G3 Vol 2 | water-based ESLs for wildlife are not provided in the CRA Methodology due to the
i | expectation that wildlife exposures from ingestion: of water are likely to be negligible
‘ | relative to ingestion of dietary items and incidental ingestion of soil.
Wildlife Receptors, PMJM. The DAR:should present a figure which presents both the | See response to the comment above
| location.of seeps co-located with PMJM habitat to:illustrate that samples are either
EPA General V2-G3 Vol 2 | not needed or that samples are available in PMJM habitats that are at or are
downgradient of the seeps.
| | The evaluation of groundwater-to-surface water migration pathway should'also be The EPCs for surface water are based! on-an aggregation of both in-
\ : added to the aquatic exposure unit (AEU) assessments in Volume 15B. stream and seep surface water quality data. Therefore, groundwater
| EPA General V2-G3 Vol 2 : discharging at the surface is evaluated for the AEUs. No changes will be

made.
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Source -

Comment Type

: .'~‘;f No.

Comment Scope

Comment

RESPONSE

EPA

General

Vv2-G4

Vol 2

V2 G4. ATTACHMENT 3, Temporal Representativeness: For several ECOls, the
temporal representativeness sections make statements to the effect that, because an
ECOl'was infrequently detected, or:not detected within-a particular EU/AEU or PMJM
habitat patch, the ECOI is assumed not be present. This is only appropriate.if the
detection limits achieved were adequate to assess potentialirisks to the receptors.
For.example, on Page 37, in Section 2.5.2 (South Walnut Creek AEU), the second
paragraph:indicates that'PCBs were rarely detected in surface water. However,
Volume 1582, Attachment 1, Table A.1.2.SWAEU. 1, indicates that the detection limit
was not low enough to be able to evaluate the ESL. The issue related to the lack of
adequate detection limits is also identified for Volumes 3 through 14 (See General
Comment EU'G.23 for those volumes). Please review discussions related to non-
detected!ECOls and revise the text to indicate the limitation associated with detection
limits as appropriate. For PCBs, it is agreed that'in most scenarios, the low solubility
of the compound ' make it unlikely for the chemical to be in water especially if co-
llocated sediment concentrations are not significantly elevated. The text relatedito
PCBs in surface water should'be revised to indicate that current surface water
samples for PCBs are not warranted unless sediment concentrations are elevated:in
the stream, which is evaluated in Volume 15B.

The adequacy of detection limits relative to PRGs and ESLs is evaluated
in Attachment 1 to Violumes 3 through 15. Attachment 3.of Volume 2 will
be revised to summarize the evaluation process andioverali conclusions.
Any analyte group-specific detection limit issues related to EU and AEU
data adequacy will Ibe noted in Attachment 1.

EPA

General

V2-G5

Vol 2

V2 G5. ATTACHMENT 4 - Insignificant Pathways. The attachment was intended to
justify why these exposure pathways are considered complete, butiinsignificant in the
ihuman health site conceptual model. The explanation for ingestion: of deer meat is
appropriate. However, the justification. for all other pathways is not supported. The
attachment compares the contaminant concentrations found in surface water,
groundwater seeps and vapor intrusion to PRGs in an attempt to show why these
ipathways are-insignificant. There are a number of exceedances. of the PRGs for
each of these pathways. However, the more the authors tried to explain. why these
exceedances were not of concemn, the more it appeared that the ipathways should be
evaluated. Itis recommended that these pathways be evaluated similar to the deer
ingestion pathway, via a mini-risk assessment. After reading the write-up on the deer
ingestion pathway, I saw an exposure estimate was done and the calculated risk
estimates. were below EPA's levels of health concem. Thus, it is supported that this
pathway is, iindeed, iinsignificant.

Let's take the surface water and seep pathways for example. Comparing the [
maximum values to the PRGs was a good first step. Because there are
exceedances, we should go to the next step. Aggregate the data (for those COCs |
which exceeded the PRGs) to be representative of exposure to the wildlife worker or ‘
visitor. Thatis, calculate the 95% upper confidence ilimit on the mean for the data set ;
which includes both the surface water and seep data for that EU. Estimate exposure |
and:risk and present the results. If the risk estimates are below EPA's levels of
concern, this can be usedito support that the pathways are insignificant. If not, we
have no choice but to revise the site conceptual'model'and include exposure to
surface water as a significant pathway of exposure.. The vapor intrusion pathway is
more complicated, but something along the same lines should be done. It would be
beneficial to meet with DOE to discuss these issues and develop an acceptable
approach for evaluating these exposure pathways and determine if the outcome will
impact the individual EU risk assessments. :

Attachment 4 willibe revised to include a quantitative risk screening for the
surface water and indoor air pathways based on meetings with. EPA and
CDOPHE.

EPA

General

Vol 2

V2 G6. ATTACHMENT 6 - Tier 2 Methodology. The method presented in

Attachment 6 for calculating:the UCL and UTL concentrations-is not appropriate and
does:not reflect the approach documented in the CRA Methodology. Section 4.6 of
the CRA Methodology states that the “uncertainty around.the hest estimate...will be
estimated using the same methodias for Tier 1.” The UCL and UTL concentrations
are estimated using ProUCL and: S-Plus, respectively. However, this attachment :
states that upper-bound statistics were calculated-assuming a normal distribution and !
deriving the upper-bound estimates using the Student's t-test value (for the UCL)-ork '
value.(for the UTL). Tier 2 EPCs should be caiculated using the procedure described
in the CRA Methodology. Please revise all Tier 2 risk calculations to be.in

accordance with the approved method.

The Tier 2 UCL and UTL concentrations will be estimated using ProUCL
and S-Plus, respectively. Attachment 6 of Volume 2 will be revised to
reflect the change in procedure.
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data do not always meet the data adequacy guidelines; however, it'is possible to
imake risk:management decisions based on other lines of evidence.

EU Source Comment Type: [ - "No.+ [ " : Comment Scope Comment . . ' RESPONSE
I'V2 G7. ATTACHMENT 8 - Interpretation of Spatial Trends. In the Professional After 20 years of exhaustive record searches and investigations, it is
I Judgment (Attachment 8), the spatial trends sections continually make statements assumed that all potential sources of contamination have been: identified
| that, despite the fact that EU concentrations are statistically higher than background, | and are encompassed within the existing. [HSS boundaries. Furthermore,
| because elevated: concentrations are outside the boundaries of an IHSS they are all of the Buffer Zone Contamination Report (BZCR) sites that were
- representative of naturally occurringlevels. This line of evidence canonly be used if | brought to DOE's attention by CDPHE :have been dispositionedias not
EPA General va2-G7 Voi 2 | it is assumed that all potential areas of contamination have been identifiediandrare “.requiring furtheriinvestigation and approved by CDPHE. No changes willl
. encompassed within the existing IHSS boundaries. It is agreed that this'maybe true | be made to Volume 2, Attachment 8.
-in some cases, bbut it is not evident that this can:be asserted as a universal truth. j
- If no spatial gradient is apparent at the level of the EU or the entire site, then it is ' If PCOC/ECO! levels are higher in historicali IHSSs relative 10 outlying
1 agreed that any observed levels are more likely to be naturalithan site-related: . areas inithe EU where professional judgment is being applied, then to be
 ‘However, if.a spatial gradient is apparent (i.e., levels are higher in site-impacted ! conservative, the PCOC/ECOI is considered a COC/ECOPC regardless of
i-areas relative to outlying areas),. either at the level of the EU or the entire site, then --other lines of evidence. If PCOC/ECOI levels are higher in historical
. the fact that elevated'levels are outside of an IHSS is irrelevant. In such an instance, [ IHSSs relative to outlying areas in areas downgradient/downwind or
EPA General V2-G7 Vol 2 ' the chemical should be retained as a possible ECOPC. Spatial trend is only one line | sidegradient from the EU where professional judgment is beingiapplied,
' of evidence that contributes to the decision to retain/exclude ECOPCs. For-each: i then this cannotibe interpreted as evidence that the PCOC/ECOIs are
: EUW/AEU report, the decision to retain/exclude an ECOPC should take into | necessarily COC/ECOPCs at the EU without other lines of evidence. No
- consideration:all relevant lines of evidence. 1 changes will be made to Volume 2, Attachment 8.
‘ . For example, there are multiple samples collected in:the RCEU that appear to'have See response to EPA General comment number G7 to Volume 2 above.
Il concentrations similar to those in potentially site-impacted areas (e.g., tin). Because
il these samples are from:areas outside of any known 1HSS, the Professional
: Judgment concludes that these elevated concentrations are representative of [
! -:naturally occurring levels. However, the concentrations are elevated above |
i i '| 'backgroundiand are similar in magnitude to those found in source areas and, while
: samples are.not from within aiknown: IHSS, this spatial pattern should not be ignored. |
g A summary of the conclusions provided for process knowledge and spatial trends is
=5 (BT vl tele | iincluded in. the attached Table C2. At a minimum, chemicals that are: 1) an expected
contaminant at RFETS; 2) for which there is a strong spatial trend (i.e., figures _T
| iprovided indicate levels are'higher in site-impacted areas relative to outlying areas); |
| and 3) an expected. contaminant andiis specifically identified for the EU, should be: |
| retained as ECOPCs for that EU. ‘
! The two attached tables summarize the conclusions for each ECOls discussed inithe | No ECOPCs will be added for non-PMJM receptors based cn an agency
| | Professional Judgment (Table C3- Non-PMJM, Table C4- PMJM.). Red text | meeting held on 4/12/06. Based on EPA, CDPHE, and USFWS
1 indicates instances where, based on the information currently presented, it is not | comments, manganese and tin will be addedas ECOPCs for PMJM in the
: | ‘agreed that the conclusion for the ECOI for an EU is supported. The.attached Table | RCEU. It was also suggested that tin be added as an ECOPC for PMJM
EPA General V2-G7 Vol 2 || C2indicates where additional ‘information may be provided for certain ECOls -and. in the LWOEU. However, tin is. an;ECOPC for PMJM.in the LWOEU. It
| | EUs. A meeting to discuss these ECOls should be scheduled. appears the suggestion was'made because of an error in. Section 3.1.7 of
i j Attachment 8, which:indicated tin is.not an ECOPC. The error will be
I ; corrected.
| | _
i || -Specific examples of other errors and inconsistencies in the Professional Judgment See responses to EPA specific comments, for Volume 2, Atiachment 8.
EPA General V2-G7 Vol 2 | attachment with regard to the spatial trends conclusions are presented in the Specific
] ‘ Comments (see Attachment 8 comment section).
: 1. Data Description Theilast paragraph of Section 2.1 addresses the EU- and AEU-specific
i The text in Section 2.1 states that there. are approximately 2 million data records for data adequacy issue. The last paragraph of Section. 2.1 will be modified:
1 use in the CRA. It is, however, important to explain the availability of data for the as suggested. Furthermore, Section 2.1 will'be expanded to discuss the
| CRA on the EU- and AEU-specific basis. In addition, itis misleading to state that the | types of data used in the CRA, and to reference Attachment 2 of Volume
data adequacy report. (DAR) concludes that the data are considered adequate for the | 2 forthe data processing steps performed on the data to arrive at “CRA
CDPHE General 1 Vol 2 ipurposes of the CRA. This statement should be revised to clarify that the existing ready” data. Because the process used to arrive at “CRA ready” data was

used for the Rl (i.e., the same data are used for the Rl andiCRA, with a

- few exceptions [which will be highlighted)), the term will be changed to “RI

ready”.
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screening: evaluation.

EU |- Source - |.CommentType |  .No. .| - "CommentScope:. :. Comment - : RESPONSE: " - )
\ 2. Insignificant Exposure Pathways for theiHuman Health Risk Assessment Attachment 4 will be revised toiinclude a -quantitative risk screening for the |
It is important to perform: a screening-level risk assessment to demonstrate: surface water and: indoor air pathways based on meetings with EPAand
insignificance of certain complete exposure pathways (e.g., ingestion: of surface CDPHE.
water, inhalation of volatiles from subsurface soil and groundwater). The approach
of exceedance frequency, based on direct comparison with PRGs, currently used ini
Attachment 4 inadequately evaluates the significance of exposure pathway(s). For
CDPHE General 2 Vol 2 example, the cumulative risk of carcinogenic chemicals iis.not takeniinto account.
Please revise the-risk assessment by conducting a mini screening-level assessment
as per discussions of the 7th November meeting.
3. Incomplete Exposure Pathways for the Human Health Risk Assessment The Final Comprehensive ConservationPlan and Environmental Impact
! Ingestion of fish is considered aniincomplete pathway for the WRV basedion the Statement for Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge (USFWS 2004)
| assumption that fishing is not included in-any of the proposed alternative-and, presents proposed programs for the various altemnatives. Proposed’
therefore, is not part of the comprehensive plan for the wildlife refuge. 1t would be programs include the following: organized guided! tours, hiking, biking,
useful to provide citation for the comprehensive plan for the wildlife refuge that limited equestrian trails, and an organized youth/disabled hunting
| CDPHE ‘Generall 3 Vol 2 prohibits fishing. program. Fishing is not included in the list of proposed programs for any
‘ of the alternatives. A reference for the Plan is already provided on page 8
‘ of Volume 2. Therefore, no changes will be made to Volume:2, Section
i 2.2.4.
4. Calculation. of Tier-2 Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) The Tier 2 calculations. will: be revised wsing ProUCL. for the UCL
! As per discussions of the 7th Novemberimeeting, it is our understandingthat the calculations and: S-Plus for the UTL calculations as discussed at the
CDPHE General i 4 Vol 2 caiculation of Teir-2 EPCs will be revised using ProUCL and S-Plus statistical meeting with EPA and COPHE-on:November 7, 2005. Attachment 6 will!
‘ methodology: be revised to describe the revised procedure for calculations.
| ‘
‘ 1 5. Site Background:Data Sets The background concentrations for the above noted metals are all non-
[ 1 Background data summary Tables A5.1 to A5.6 presented in Attachment 5 do not detects. Attachment 5, Tables A5.1 through A5.6 will be revised for ‘
! ‘ 5 include maximum: and minimum concentrations for certain chemicals and are left nulll | clarification.. 1
ii for the number of detects and the detection frequency; for example, cesium and |
| CDPHE ‘General 5 Vali2 molybdenum in Table A5.1. Please provide reasons for notincluding maximum and |
| minimum concentrations, and how statistics were calculated in-a footnote. |
| | 3
| 6. Professional Judgment ~Comparison to Regional Background Section 2.2.5, Professional Judgment, 5th bullet, last sentence will be
; i The last sentence of text section that discusses comparison to regional background revised as suggested.
3 ‘ states, “ .....the data set for Colorado and the bordering states may be more.
‘ | | ; reprisentative of these vafriabée soil types.” This statement seems toplace m?fre
; : : emphasis on the data set for Colorado and bordering states than the site-specific
\ SRR Ceree & vl background. Please consider revising this statement to reflect that the use of
; regional background data set may provide perspective on the site-specific
background risks.
i 7. Non-PMJM Risk Characterization: | Section 2.3.6, will be revised to clarify that LOAEL and threshold: TRVs
it Thetext in Section 2.3 that discusses risk characterization for non-PMJM receptors will be used.. A paragraph will be added to describe how HQs for aquatic
CDPHE General i 7 Vol 2 should be revised to clarify that alternate TRVs may be considered for the receptors willibe interpreted.
uncertainty analysis. n addition, a discussion of how HQs for aquatic receptors will
be interpreted is not included in this section.
|
i 8. Summary of the OU 3 Risk Assessment (off-site area) In accordance with the CRA :Methodology, Section:3 summarizes the
This section should provide additional details, for example, by discussing which findings of the OU3 Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA), and provides a
i analytes and receptors-(child or adult) were evaluated in the OU 3 risk assessment. review of water and: air quality data collected since the signing of the OU3
! For example, which chemicals were.included in the selection process for COCs. CAD/ROD 1o assess whether environmental conditions may have
CDPHE General I 8 Vol 2 Additionally, please include a brief summary of the humanihealth and ecological changed at OU3. The BRA is available in.the Administrative Record (AR

number OUQ3-A-000466) for additional details on the risk assessment
methodology.
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“EU | Source - 5 y Comment Type | Ne. " Comment Scope e - ‘Comment o _ | RESPONSE . =+
— — ) ; - 9. Exposure Uniislt is important to provide the basis for selecting the exposure Volume 2'is intended: fo ‘vbe asummary of the risk assesérr;ent -
‘ | - units. Additionally, the relevance of the exposure units to.PMJM habitats should be methodology. The detailed rationale for defining the EUs is providediin the
CDPHE } General 9 Vol 2 discussed iin this section. ‘8:(1?5 ‘.Methodology. No changes will be made to Section 2.2.3, Exposure
 10. ECOPC Selection for PMJM Receptor | The step was notused to select ECOPCs for PMJM. The step will be
- The selection of ECOPCs for the PMJM inappropriately includes a detection eliminated from the text. (See Section 2.3.3, 4th paragraph.)
CDPHE General 10 ‘ Vol 2 | frequency screening step. This step should be eliminated.
|
| Y i
i ' 11. Potential Exposure of Ecological: Receptors to-Contaminated Groundwater In the calculation of Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for surface 1
| ‘ | Discharging to Surface Water water, no distinction was made between in-stream surfaca water and seep |
‘ : | . The DAR does not adequately evaluate the potential exposure of aquatic receptors surface water, i.e., the EPC is based on all surface water data for the EU
‘ \ 1 to contaminated groundwater discharging to surface water. Additionally, itis or AEU. Therefore, exposure of ecological receptors to contaminated
CDPHE | Generall | 1 Vol 2 important to justify that exposure to seep water for non-PMJM and PMJM:receptors || groundwater discharging at seeps-has been addressed. See revised
| | represents an insignificant exposure pathway. Section 2.1. No change will be made to the text.
i
Attachment 2 — Data Quality Assessment ! Comment Noted.
CDPHE has not reviewed this attachment at this time. ‘ :
I |
CDPHE General Vol 2 | !
; ; 3
1 ‘ Aftachment 3 | When data do not meet the data adequacy guidelines for an EU-or AEU,
! ! 12. Overview of Data Adequacy | otherilines of evidence have been usedito show that risk management
: ; The discussion pertaining to historical use and the possibility of contaminant decisions can still be rendered. The Data Adequacy sections in Volumes 3
I 3 migration: through windi and: hydrologic pathways as lines. of evidence is appropriate through 15 will be revised to summarize the limitations of the data for |
| to qualitatively indicate that organics are not likely to be of significant concern in the each EU and AEU. ]
CDPHE G | i 12 Vol 2 buffer zone area. This information, however, is inadequate to provide definitive proof
; Sneral il 0 that:no release and transport has occurred. Thus, the overall conclusions that the
] ‘ | " data are adequate for the CRA cannot be supported quantitatively. Therefore, the
‘ i ‘ ? availability of the limitediand/or no data needs should be addressed in the ‘
| } - uncertainty discussion of the CRA. !
| | |
b ; b i
| : - 13. Detection Limits Adequacy . The adequacy of detection limits relative to PRGs and ESLs is evaluated
! ‘ The adequacy of detection: limits ‘in: relation to IESLs should be evaluated. This " in Attachment 1 to Volumes 3 through 15. In Attachment 3 of Volume 2, a
CDPHE G ! 13 ! Vol 2 evaluation would/'be useful to support conclusions regarding the non-detect i :new Section 2.2:2. will be created on detection limit adequacy that will
2heta ‘ | 2 . concentration of chemicals. .-summarize the evaluation process and overall conclusions.
. 14. Section2.2.- CRA DQO Decision: Rule #1 ' i In accordance with. Section 3.1.5 of the CRA Methodology, the data
It is important to ciarify in this section that data quality objectives (DQO) were ; quality decision rules are used to determine the adequacy of the data for
CDPHE General 14 Vol 2 historically established basedion the potential human health risks and were not . :both the human health-and ecological risk assessment;portions of the
s designed: for assessing'risks to ecological receptors. 'CRA. No changes will be made 0 Section 2.1. (Note: ' DQ Decision Rule
" #1 is identified in Section 2.1.)
i
| 15. Section 2.2.1-Data Collection Overview i Attachment 2 of Volume 2 will be revised to include a section on data
i Page 6, 2nd fulliparagraph - The text does not provide a complete list of reasons . processing thatincludes a complete list-of reasons data may not be
: that data may not be deemed “CRA ready”. ! deemed “CRA ready”. Section 2.2.1. includes the reference to Attachment
i i 2. Because the process used to arrive at “CRA ready” data was used for
CDPHE General 15 Vol 2 'the RI, the term will be changed to “RI ready”.
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Responses to Comments on the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 2

‘RESPONSE

; "Somcéi": COmment Type. No. . Comment S‘co"’pe Comment ; ‘ .
— 1 — ' Page 6, 3rd fuli‘:paragraph — Please clarify if “fine tuning” process also focused on Ecological risk assessments wére performed for OUs 5 and 6, includingw
ecological risk assessment. the preparation: of work plans for these risk assessments. The text will be
revised to clarify that the “fine tuning” process was applicable to both the
CDPHE General 15 Vol 2 human health and ecological risk assessment. :
| 16. Section 2.3.- Overview of Contamination and Contaminant Migration Pathways at | The ponds were originally constructed to capture storm water runoff and
| : RFETS — Please note the following comments on this section: - for spill control. Although changes in flow configuration occurred over
j } (a) The second bullet should be clarified to include that PCBs are detected at time, collection of runoff from upgradient transformer sites cannot be ruled
; locations which are not downgradient of the transformer sites. For example, PCBs out in any of the ponds. In Section 2.3, 1st paragraph, the first bullet will
' CDPHE General 16 Vol 2 are detected in the B-series pond sediments associated with wastewater treatment, ‘be modified to indicate the historical IHSSs include landfills.
which is not necessarily downgradient of the transformer sites. Additionally, the
overview should include the types of contaminants.that may be present.in the
tandfills.
| | (b) The limited data are available for dioxins. Therefore, additional documentation in Section 2.3, 5th paragraph, the discussion on the adequacy of the
; | isineeded to support the llack of need for assessing the data adequacy related to dioxin data will be revised: to more clearly discuss the potential sources of
. CDPHE G | 16 i Vol 2 dioxins. For example, it is important to demonstrate that how the existinglocations dioxins and the biased sampling and analysis that has been performed
‘ cners © are representative of potential windblown contamination: from historical: incineration | that rule out dioxins as a wide-spread contaminant at RFETS..
operations.
(c) Itis:stated, “ with.the exception of one dioxin surface sample location, The statement is in error and will be corrected. The discussion on.dioxins
herbicides and: dioxin concentrations are not above the ESLs in surface soil....., or will be revised as noted above. (See Section 2.3, 5th paragraph.)
il the PRGs in surface soil/surface sediment.......... ”. This statement appears.to be
il inconsistent with the evaluation presented in the Upper Woman: EU where dioxins
i CDPHE | General 16 Vol 2 are carried through the risk characterization step for theihuman ihealth and: ecological
! ] risk assessments. Additionally, dioxins seen to be of concemn for some AEUs as
well.
West Area EU | The sediment data comparisons to ESLs are provided:in the Rock Creek
i 17. Section 2.4.1- Number of Samples - There are no surface soil/surface sediment AEU (Section 2.5.5) and McKay Ditch AEU (Section 2.5.6) data adequacy |
‘ data for organics. This data limitation is.inadequately addressed to support the assessments. The Data Adequacy sections of each risk assessment in
CDPHE General 17 | Vol 2 conclusions that no additional:samples are needed to make risk decisions. For Volumes 3 through 15 will be revised 10 summarize the data limitations for ;
! example, no comparisons.with ESLs are included. Finally, it is important to the West Area EU and the other EUs and AEUs. No changes will be made
j acknowledge this data limitation in the uncertainty analysis. - to-Volume 2, Attachment 3. ;
\ | Lower Walnut drainage EU | This is acknowledged in:the text, andirationale is provided to demonstrate
§ 18. Section 2.4.2-Surface Soil — PCB samples are limitedlin this Et'and no samples | that risk management decisions can be made with this data/limitation.
CDPHE G | 18 Vol 2 | are available from PMJM habitat areas. | Therefore, no changes will be made to the text in Section 2.4.3. (The
enera ; o | reference to Section 2.4.2 is incorrect.)
‘ : il
: 1 | Attachment 4 - Evaluation: of Insignificant Pathways19. Please see the above noted: Addressed in.response to-General Comment # 2.
‘ General'Comment # 2.
COPHE General: 19 Vol 2
Attachment 5 — Background'Data Summary Tables T Addressed in response to General Comment # 5.
20. Please see the above noted General' Comment # 5. 3
CDPHE General 20 Vol 2 ‘
Attachment 6 — Tier 2 Methodology Addressed iin response to General Comment # 4.
21. Please see the above noted General Comment # 4.
CDPHE ‘Generall 21 Vol 2
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Responses to Comments on the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 2

EU - . Source ‘|- Comment Type..| . ‘No. Comment Scope. Comment RESPONSE g
1 f! 1 Attachment 7 — Uncertainties Associated with the Ecological Risk Assessment Atftachment 7, Section 1.1, 2nd' paragraph, the text will be revised as
Il 22. Section 1.1 — Uncertainties associated with data Quality and Adequacy ~ This suggested.
1 | section concludes that the data are considered adequate for the purposes of the
‘ | CDPHE General j 22 Vol 2 CRA. This statement does not reflect the magnitude and direction of the
‘ i ‘ uncertainties associated with: the availability of limited data, especially, for organics.
i i w Please revise this section.
|
1 |
1 } ‘ 23. Section 1.2 — Uncertainties Associated with the Ecological Contaminants of As stated in the text, ECOPCs were retained even if a specific source
: it Potential Concem:ldentification Process - The ECOPC identification: process was within the EU wasnot identified but exceedances were located near
(l i generally too quick to eliminate chemicals-to be carried forward:into the risk historical IHSSs. Therefore, it is unlikely that site-related risks are
| CDPHE General 23 Vol 2 characterization step. Therefore, it is inappropriate to conclude that potential risks underestimated. No changes will be made to the text in Attachment 7,
1 for site related chemicals may be overestimated to a limited degree. It would be more | Section 1.2.
: 1 appropriate to acknowledge potential underestimation.
il i
Il ‘ 24. Section 1.7 — Uncertainties Associated with Eliminating Ecological Contaminants | If applicable, in.each of the EU volumes (3 through 15), the section on the
Il ; of interest based on professional Judgment — It is not appropriate to conclude that uncertainties associated with eliminating ecological contaminants of
I : the professional judgment evaluation has little effect on the overall risk calculations. interest based on professional judgment will be revised to include other
' CDPHE General ! 24 Vol 2 In general, this step tends to underestimate ipotential risks. lines of evidence including comparisons to background and risk ;potential.
‘ : f No changes will be made to the text in Attachment 7, Section 1.7.
|
l 25, Section 2.0 — Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty — It is not Attachment 7, Section 2.0, 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence, the words “but
‘ ‘ appropriate to state, “uncertain ‘but somewhat conservative nature of the risk somewhat conservative™ will be deleted from the text.
il estimation should be taken into consideration when reviewing the conclusions of the |
i risk assessment during the risk management process.” This statement should be i
| CDPHE General 25 Voli2 revised to reflect the overali uncertain nature of risk calculations, and it is important ‘
for risk managers-andithe public to keep this.in mind when interpreting the results of |
airisk assessment. 5
| Attachment 8 - Site-Wide professional' Judgment Evaluation for Metals As stated inthe text, if the spatial trend evaluation indicates clustering of
i | 26. Section 3.0 Spatial Trend Evaluation - Overall it is premature to select ECOPCs elevated metal concentrations near historical IHSSs in the EU under
| 1 in this section ibecause several lines of evidence are taken into consideration for the consideration, this line of evidence is significant enough for the metal to
| setfection of ECOPC.. This issue should be addressed on the EU-specific basis. be considered a COC/ECOPC regardiess of process knowledge or. other
‘ ‘ Please refer to the EU-specific comments on the selection of ECOPCs for the risk | lines of evidence. Although this could be considered ‘premature”, this
: ‘ ‘ characterization: step. In general, as noted in our previous comments on the pre- | approach was intended to'be conservative. Therefore, no-changes will be
| CDPHE General 26 Vol 2 draft EU'documents, there does.appear to be apattern: for exceedances of | made to the text in Attachment 8, Section 3.0.
% | background concentrations and/or exceedances of the ESLs with concentrations i
i greater than the ESLs primarily focused in the Industrial Area as well as other |
i IHSS/PAC areas.. |
i Attachment 9 — Background Risk Characterization ] | We are not aware of any activity at RFETS or off-site bacl:ground
} 27. Section 4.1 — Background Ecologicali Risk Summary — It is inappropriate to locations that would cause nonsite-related contamination. Backgroundi
| conclude that the background risk characterization suggests that the models used to | risks are included for comparison purposes, and statemen:s about the
‘ estimate risks are conservative and risk managers should take these factors into conservative nature of ESLs based on:backgroundilevels will be deleted.
CDPHE General 27 Vol 2 consideration when making risk management decisions. This section should be Therefore, no changes will be made to the text in Attachment 9, Section
revised'to include that elevated background risks also suggest that the background' 4.1.
area is influenced by non-site related sources.
. Specific Comments Section. 2.1, lastparagraph, the last sentence will be modified as follows
‘ Main Text “The DAR concludes that the data either meet the data adequacy }
S2.1. ‘Page 2, Section 2.1, Data Description, last paragraph: The last sentence guidelines for each EU/AEU, or in the event of data limitations, risk ‘
i states, “The DAR concludes that data are considered adequate for the purposes of :management decisions can be rendered based on other lines of | :
the CRA.” While'it is generally agreed that data are adequate for performing a risk evidence.” Furthermore, Section 2.1 will'be expanded to discuss the types |
' assessment, there are some EUs or AEUs where data for some analyte groups are of data used in the CRA, and to reference Attachment 2 of Volume 2 for |
EPA Specific S$2.1 ol 2 either not available or are very limited preventing the ability to calculate the 95% UCL | the data quality screen performed on the data to arrive at “CRA ready™ |
. for-use in the risk assessment. Please insert the following sentence prior to the last | data. Because the process used to arrive at “CRA ready” data was used
sentence, “Areas where data are considered lacking or limited are discussed'in the | for the Rl (i:e., the same data are used for the Rl and CRA, with-a few
individual EUs/AEUs and are denoted!in the Uncertainty Section of each report. iin exceptions [which will be highlighted]), the term will be changed to “RI
general, ...". ready”. . ‘
|
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Responses to Comments on the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 2

EU

1 -Commient Type ;

oo

Somment Scope.

Comment

'RESPONSE -

EPA

Specific

S22

Vol 2

S2.2. Page 2, Section.2.2.2, Fleceptors: It isnot clear why the overview of the
human health:risk assessment includes ecological receptors. Since this is the

. human health overview, itis recommendedithat the section be revised to exclude
" information on ecological receptors.

f The text will be revised to exclude information on ecological receptors.

EPA

Specific

§2.3

Vol 2

§2.3. Pages 3 and 15, Sections 2.2.3 and 2.3.2, Exposure Units: Neither of the
human health or ecological! risk sections provides a description or rationale for the
formation of the Exposure Units for use in the risk assessment. Please expand this
section to describe why the exposure. units approach was used and the rationale for
the location and:size of the units. In.addition, the ecological:exposure unit section
should provide -additional discussion for the designation: of the aquatic exposure
units. ‘

Volume 2 is intended to be a summary of the risk assessment
methodology.. The detailed rationale for defining the EUs and AEUs is
provided iin the CRA Methodology. No revisions willlbe made to Sections.
2.23and 2.3.2.

EPA

Specific

S2.4

Vol 2

S2.4. Pages 13-24, Section 2.3, Overview of the Ecological Risk Assessment
Methodology: The section does not:provide the same types of information or the
same content of information as is presented iin. the human health overview (Section

| 2.2). For example, future land use, rationale for selection of specific receptors,
' radiation dose, and background comparison testing, etc., are discussed in Section

2.2, but not in this section. In addition, the several key elements relatedi to exposure.
assumptions are not discussed. In general, the section should be.revised to present
sub-sections and content consistent with the human health overview section. If

possible, sections that are common to :both human: and ecological'risk assessments,

i i.e., future land use, exposure units, the site conceptual model, background, and
i other mutual sections could be presented prior to separating into the two different

risk assessment overviews. Several of the specific comments providedi below
indicate sections that are either lacking or do not present enough information for
understanding the ecologicalirisk assessment:methodology.

It is agreed that there are subsections. within Section-2.2.2 that apply to
both the human health and ecological risk assessments, and the section
could:be rewritten to provide a more organized approach to presentation
of the information. However, the current version-of the text is accurate and
therefore, no changes will be made to Section 2.2.2.

EPA

Specific

S25

Vol 2

82.5. Page 13, Section 2.3.1, Site Conceptual Model (SCM): The section is
difficult to follow since assessment and measurement endpoints are presented
between other paragraphs that describe receptors and exposure pathways. It is
recognized that the paragraph is inserted in this section in an attempt to first describe
the assessment and: measurement endpoints concept, and then use it in the
discussion of Receptors of Concem. :However, the explanation may be clearer if it
were presented in sequential order, according to the SCM. The following re-
organization should be considered: SCM, Complete Exposure Pathways, Receptors
of Concem, Risk Assessment Endpoints.

Although the section: could be reorganized:as suggested, the section as
written is accurate, and therefore, no changes. will be-made tc Section:
2.3.1.

EPA

Specific

S§2.6

Vol 2

S§2.6. Page 15, Section 2.3.1, Receptors of Concem: The-section is too general
and does not provide enough.rationale for why the selected receplors are
appropriate. It should be clarified that there is have ibeen extensive ecological
surveys conducted at the site and there is a comprehensive list of all species that
occur at the site, and attach the comprehensive table of the species identified at the
site. Please indicate the different functional groups and habitat types, and how the
selected species in Table 2.3 represent the larger functional groups, and indicate that
the selection of the receptor groups is to ensure that most exposed groups are
evaluated. Also see Volume 3-14, Comment EU' G5. The commerit provides a
recommended table that could'be used as a reference for this section.

Volume 2 is intended to'be a-.summary of the risk assessment
methodology. The detailed rationale for selection of receptors is provided
in the CRA Methodology. No changes will be made to Section 2.3.1.

EPA

‘Specific

S2.7

Vol 2

S2.7. Page 15, Section 2.3.1, Complete Exposure Pathways: The section
indicates that there are significant and insignificant pathways, but then only presents
a discussionirelated to the insignificant pathways. It is not clear what exposure
assumptions are used to evaluate the receptors presented on Table 2.3. Please
revise the section to first present a discussion of the significant exposure pathways,
similar in content to the exposure pathway discussion as presentediin the human
ihealth overview (Section 2.2.4).

Section 2.3.1, Complete Exposure Pathways, the text will be revised to
note that the exposure assumptions for the receptors are presented:in the
ecological risk assessments (Volumes 3 through 15).
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EU

Source

No.

. Comment Scope A

Comment

RESPONSE

EPA

Specific

S2.8

Vol2

s2.8. Page 16, Section.2.3.3, RM‘JM ECOPC Selection, first bullet: The PMUM
ECOPC selection process does not.include a detection frequency step.. This bullet

! should be deleted.

Section 2.3.4, last paragraph, the first bullet will be deleted.

EPA

Specific

Vol 2

S§2.9. Page 16, Section:2.3.4, Exposure Assessment: The text does not
introduce the overall concept for the evaluating exposure prior to discussing.the
ECOPC process. Considered adding the first sentence from Section 2.3.5, Toxicity
Assessment, which appropriately states the overall approach for exposure
assessment.

i Section 2.3.4, the first paragraph: will'lbe:modified as suggested.

EPA

Specific

S§2.10

Voli2

S$2.10. 'Page 19, Section 2.3.4, Receptor-Specific Exposure Parameters: The:
information presented in.the Exposure Assessment Section (Section 2.3.4) describes

I the different receptors groups and assumptions for each. For continuity, it is

recommended that this subsectionibe moved immediately following that discussion

il (i.e., before discussion of Exposure Point Concentrations).
1

. Section:2.3.4, The text will be modified as suggested.

EPA

Specific

S2.11

Vol 2

| S2.11. 'Page 18, Section 2.3.4, Exposure Point Concentrations: While the
".description is not incorrect, it only presents a minimal discussion as to why there are
two different approaches for calculating EPCs. Itis recommended that the text be
expanded to include a discussion similar to: For large home range receptors,
variability in exposure is primarily due to differences in behavior between individuals.

| Therefore, soiliintake rates were set.to high-end values-to approximate a reasonable

but-maximum exposure scenario, with EPCs based: on the mean. For small home
range receptors, variability in exposure is primarily due to differences in the
-concentration level encountered in the environment. Therefore, the EPC was-set to

| a high-end value (SOth percentile) to approximate the reasonable maximum exposure
| scenario, and intake rates are based on typical average estimates.

. Section 2.3.4, Exposure. Point Concentrations, the. 1st paragraph will be

; modified as suggested.

EPA

Specific

S§2.12

Vol'2

S52.12. Page 19, Section 2.3.4, Receptor-Specific Exposure Parameters, first

paragraph, last sentence: Change “...are not applicable to aquatic receptors
since...” to “...are not applicable to aquatic receptors or terrestrial plants and
invertebrates since...”

Section 2.3.4, the text will be modified as suggested.

EPA

Specific

S$2.13

Vol2

§2.13. Page‘19, Section 2.3.4, Receptor-Specific Exposure Parameters, first
paragraph, 2nd to last sentence: Change “...as part of the aquatic risk

| assessment...” to “...as part of the aquatic or terrestrialiplants/invertebrates risk

assessment...”

| Section 2.3.4, the text willibe modified as suggested.

EPA

Specific

S2.14

Voli2

| S2.14. Page 20, Section 2.3.5, Toxicity Assessment, last paragraph: The text

states that alternative toxicity values (ATs) for surface water are “used as LOAEL

| equivalent values for aquatic receptors”. Surface water ESLs and ATs are more

appropriately representative of chronic and acute National Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (NAWQC), respectively. These values should not be thought of as
representing NOAEL and'LOAEL equivalents for aquatic receptors. Change
“...presented in Appendix A, Volume 15B of the RI/FS Report for use as LOAEL

of the:RI/FS Report.”

equivalent values for aquatic receptors.” to-“...presented in Appendix A, Volume 15B

- Section 2.3.5, Toxicity Assessment, last paragraph, last sentence, “for use
as LOAEL equivalent values for aquatic receptors” will be deleted.

EPA

Specific

S§2.15

Vol 2

| S2.15. Page 20, Section 2.3.6, Risk Characterization: As written, the HQ
| interpretation portion of the risk characterization approachiis based only on terrestriali

receptors. This section should be revised include a discussion of how HQs are
interpreted for aquatic receptors.

Section 2.3.6 will be include a discussion of HQ interpretation for aquatic
receptors.
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| EU ;

Source | CommentType | .No. | CommentScope’ v 5 \ " - Comment ‘ RESPONSE :
' \ - ' S2.16. Page 25, Section 3.0, Surhmary of OU3 Risk Aésessment: It is stated that In aocordaﬁce with the CRA !Mét‘hodology.,k Section 3 sumrﬁarizes the
data indicate conditions do not exist to alter the conclusions of the earlier OU3 findings of the OU3 Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA), and provides a
assessment, therefore OU3 has not been re-assessed. It is indicated that the results | review of water and air quality data collected since the signing:of the QU3
of the OU3 ecologicali risk assessment which was conducted usingthe “COPHE CAD/ROD to assess whether environmental conditions may have
Conservative Screen”. There is no citation for this screening method and itis not changed at OU3. The BRA is available in the Administrative: Record (AR
EPA Specific : S2.16 Vol 2 clear which ecologicall receptors were evaluated, which exposure pathways were number OU03-A-000466) for additional details on the risk assessment
i included, which: chemicals were measured (it appears that only radionuclides were methodology. No changes will be made.to Section 3.0.
evaluated), or which toxicity benchmarks were used. Please provide this additional
information in the summary.
However, based on the summary, it appears that the OUS risk assessment only The OU3 risk assessment examined both radiological and non-
evaluated radionuclides. If this is correct, it is recommended that the determination radiological constituents. Only the radiological constituents were
as to whether additional chemicals need to be assessed!for OU3 risk assessmentbe | determined to be COCs for both the human health and ecological risk
based on whether risks are identified for non-radionuclide chemicals ‘based on the assessments. Therefore, no further assessment is required for OU3, and
EPA Specific S2.16 Vol 2 results of the EUs that may be associated with offsite discharges. Volume 2 should | no changes will be made to Section 3.0.
; ) be.revised to indicate that it cannot be determined whether there are data gaps | :
! associated with: OU3 ecological risk assessment until the completion of Volume 15.
i
|
| 82.17. Table 2.2: The table is difficult to understand. First, please identify all The table is sufficiently clear without dividingthe “EU Data Set” and the
acronyms used in the table and footnotes. It is recommendad that “EU Data Set” “EU EPC Requirement” columns. Table 2.2, the “b” footnote will be moved
and the “EU EPC Requirement” columns. be divided in half (vertically) to reflect when | as:suggested.
EPA Specific S2.17 Vol 2 itis applicable to HumaniHealth. vs Ecological. Please move the ‘b’ footnote
| designation. to follow “Background Data Setb” which: will'help clarify that the
background sets presented are also discussed in:Section 2.2.5.
Ik S2.18. Table 2.3: The notation “(sediment exposure)™makes it appear that the only | Table 2.3'will be revised as suggested.
) exposures evaluated for “Aquatic Life” were sediment exposures, yet the aquatic risk
EPA Specifi ‘ S2.18 Vol 2 assessment evaluatedpotential risks from direct contact with surface water and
peCiic I £ < sediment. Remove “(sediment exposure)” from the description of representative
I : species for aquatic life.
I |
S2.19. Table 2.4: The table is identified in the Receptors of Concern section and The text and Table 2.3 title will be revised as suggested (comment
EPA Specific [ s2.19 Vol2 the text references:it as the Assessment Endpoints. IPlease revise the title to: addresses Table 2.5, not 2.4).
il “Ecological Receptors of Concem”.
: $2.20. Table 2.5: Please addia footnote that references Figure 2.8. Also, please Table 2.5 will:be revised as suggested.
EPA Specific | S220 Voli2 B () B e
il
ATTACHMENT 1 -IRESERVED Comment Noted.
EPA Specific | Vol:2 e G
| ATTACHMENT 2 — Data Quality Assessment Based on discussions with the regulatory agencies, the executive
; S2.21. PageES-1, Executive Summary, second paragraph. The executive summary will be deleted from Attachment 2.
| summary should provide a clear picture of the available data ipresent before V&V and
i the resulting data following V&V. For example, present the total number of data
. points evaluated, the number and percentage of the data points that were rejected!
! | and general conclusions regarding the data set. This information should buildi from a
; i sectionin the text that is not currently fully explicit about the review process (refer to
EPA Specific 5§2.01 Vol 2 comment about Section 2).  In addition, a brief but informative discussion on why

data were not usable must be included. The last sentence states, “Based on this.

" DQA, the data are of sufficient quality for.use inithe CRA.” This statement is
extremely vague and does not provide sufficient detail either in the executive
summary or the body of the document to allow for independent .confirmation of that
statement by the reader. iExpand this: area.
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No..

,Comment'k

| for these laboratory activities. At:minimum, list them.

EU - Source Comment.Type | - . Comment Scope AT ) , . : - RESPONSE ..:" oy
i $2.22. Page ES-1, Executive Summary, third paragraph, first sentence. This [l The DQA is based on the DQOs that are defined in. Sections 3 through-5
i sentence references data quality objectives (DQOs) that were presented inthe Final | of the RI and in the CRA Methodology. The DQOs that drive the |
f CRA Work Plan and Methodology. Do these DQOs differ from the DQOs that were || individuall SAPs that comprise these data are the DQOs that these data ‘
| EPA Specific §2.22 Vol 2 presented'in the IABZSAP? If so, provide a summary of the DQOs here and explain || have been evaluated against during the V&V performed at the time of
} the purpose for two different sets of DQOs. If not, please make reference to the sample collection.
| IABZSAP in this paragraph.
|
|
\ S2.23. Page ES-1, Executive Summary, third paragraph, second sentence. This ‘Based on the agreement that this DQA is not intended to.identify any
:sentence states, “A review of the most common observations found inithe V&V data data for re-qualification, discussions regarding non-V&V data will be
determined that a:minimal amount, less than 1 percent, of the non-V&V data may deleted from the text. }
i ‘have been qualified if a review had 'been performed.” Please provide here a
summary (and full detail within the body of the text) the additional detail that 1 ‘
. substantiates this statement. Information should include a.description of the review |
procedures used; an accounting of the number of data:points that were subjected to
V&Y and the number that were non-V&V; the process for extrapolating the predicted :
fraction of qualified non-V&V, and the calculations for arriving at the value of 1 | |
EPA Specific §2.23 Vol 2 percent. Additionally, this review process must explain how similar or dissimilar the
V&V and non-V&YV data are. While the additional detail might alter judgment, this
. reviewer finds the prospect of trying to predict any outcome of non-V&V extremely
- dubious andiwould encourage a completely alternate approach. That is, the DQA
--should never attempt to predict what portion of data would require qualification, ‘
rejection, or manipulation (e.g., for transcription: errors), but rather state the obvious: |
' the non-V&V data were not evaluated to the extent of the V&V data and!indicate-any !
. impacts to the data set because of it. After all, providing that the frequency of V&V |
! data meets the project-required frequency, this is not-necessarily a limitation to the |
data set. : ;
i 1 82.24. Page1, Section 1.0, second bullet, second sub-bullet. This bullet states, | Sample preparation canimpact sample accuracy when activities such as |
| - “Surrogate recoveries, MSs, and sample preparation (sample-specific accuracy).” Il preservation, storage temperature, lack of sufficient volume for accurate
Please provide additional detail as to what is meant by “sample preparation” inthe || weight or measure, improper sample aliquoting techniques, improper
EPA Specific S2.24 Vol 2 context of accuracy. | container types or similar sample-specific influences have either a definite
| or implied effect on:the overall confidence of the datapoint. Additional \
| detail will be provided in:the text. |
S2.25. Page 1, Section 1.0, third:bullet, fourth sub-bullet (page 2). This buillet | The text will ibe updated to add more information regarding: the }
" identifies “documentation issues” as. being reviewed (or verified) for data | documentation reviewed. :
EPA Specifi S2.25 Vol 2 - representativeness. ‘Please change the bullet to-reflect what documentation was !
DSCriC ’ e reviewed, which:may include sample login information, sample prep logs, analytical ‘
!logs, chains-of custody, etc. ‘
|
1 82.26. Page 1, Section 1.0, third:bullet, fifth sub-bullet (page 2). This bullet In this comtext the contractor.non-compliance refers to recorded validator |
identifies “contract noncompliance issues” as being reviewed (or verified) for data | observations in the database and not contract non-compliance reports.
" Vol representativeness. This statement should reflect that “contract noncompliance The observations are about specific non-compliance items/issues. No |
B ST S2EY el : reports” were reviewed, iinstead of issues. | change will be. made as a resutt.of this comment. ;
\ |
1. 82.27. Page 1, Section 1.0, third bullet, sixth sub-bullet (page.2). This bullet | Additional detail'willibe provided.
identifies “laboratory activities affecting ability to properiy identify compounds” as
EPA Specific §2.27 Vol 2 being reviewed (or verified) for data representativeness. Please provide more detail
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‘Comment ©

which reason code or combination of reason codes determined the final
validation flag applied.

Source Comment Type No. . . ] ..~ Comment Scope ‘ _ T : -RESPONSE
; §2.28. Page 2, Section 1.0, first bullet. According to the IABZSAP, completeness Completeness is a data adequacy criterion and is addressed in the DAR
i shouldibe expressed as a percentage of valid, acceptable data. Ratherithan It refers to the spatial and temporal distribution of the data, and their
il referring to another document, just state the criterion. Include the numerical adequacy for estimating exposure point concentrations (EPCs). The CRA |
: completeness criterion-and the equation to calculate it.. Methodology states that sample results are adequate if atileast one
1| sample formetals and radionuclides exists in each:30-acre block across
the Site, or it samples were collected to spatially define the distribution: of
| an analyte in.an:EU.. Additional information regarding completeness can
‘ be found inthe DAR, which can be found in Appendix A, Volume 2,
EPA ? | Specific S2.28 Vol 2 Attachment 3. Previous versions of the DQA that addressed
1 completeness as usable vs non-usable data were revised because a
i CDPHE comment on an earlier version: of this document reqi:estediwe
i remove it because the CRA Methodology describes completeness of the
: dataset solely on a spatial density basis. :
3 §2.29. Page 2, Section 1.0, secondibullet. This bullet states that comparability was | Details about these comparability items will be provided.
| | verified through evaluation of various items. Comparability is also evaluated throughi
i ! standard operation procedures (SOPs) that are routinely used:in the field and
} | laboratory, sampling and analysis plans (SAPs) and quality assurance project plans
: i . (QAPPs), field audits anditheir results, data verification: and validation procedures,
‘ EPA EREshe S2.28 Vol 2 database entry and verification procedures, andisensitivities to action levels of the
: analyticalisystems. Please include a complete discussion of these items iin this
; section.
1 i ‘
: ] $2.30. Page 2, Section 2.0, first paragraph. Expand: Section 2 to explain the | ‘Greater. explanation: of the review and qualification process will provided.
j | review process, the qualification: process-and the final state of the database as a A Data Storage ‘Processing section has been added as: Section:2 and
j f  result of the review process. For simplicity, a table should:be added to show total describes the final: state of the database. The reviewer request to either
i i data points prior to and following V&V, list the number of samples V&Vd parsed by expand Table A2.1 or create a new table can be done. We respectfully
1 f analyte group andisample matrix. Also, separately llist the number of samples by disagree with the reviewer's suggestion that the data should be further |
] | analyte group and sample matrix that were qualified as rejected and estimated. You | qualified based on information that may be uncovered.. See the response |
1 may uncover other items of interest to list-here that would further explain the review to General Comment V2.G2 -Holistic and after the fact data validation
EPA Specific §2.30 Vol 2 process and its outcome. Finally, an expanded section (perhaps in the conclusions) may add more uncertainty in.the overall site characterization.
) | ’ ‘ should describe whether any data were further qualified as a result of the DQA. (itis
: very plausible, even expectedithat this should be s0).The table should include
i another column of info about how the database was altered as a result of
: | qualifications assigned following DQA. A partial example of some info to add/alter to | |
‘ ; Table A2.6 is shown in Table C5: i
|
| |
Page 2, Section 2.0, first paragraph, last sentence. This sentence states, “Assuming | This discussion: will be deleted. |
that the percentage of data qualified as a result of these issues are representative of i
similar observations in the non-V&V data, less than one percent of the sitewide data i
EPA Specific 82.30 Vol 2 set is atrisk for such:un-acknowledged and therefore un-corrected errors.” Please
‘ provide rationale, justification, process, and procedures for this statement. (Refer i
: also to comment #3 above.) !
i $2.31. Page 3, Section 2.0, last paragraph. Please provide a discussion of the As described in.the new text, reasons for data rejection:cannot be |
! reasons why data were rejected. ) provided from the database. Muitiple validation reason codes are often |
EPA Specific ‘ $2.31 Vol 2 applied to each record. As data users, it is not appropriate for us to say 1
|
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|
|
discussion on-these two analytical groups. (Refer to comment #14). }

" EU Source | CommentType | No. - Comment Scope’ : . 'Comment : -~ RESPONSE. ,
S2.32. Page 4, Section 2.0, first paragraph. This section discusses issues The impact of field duplicate imprecision is reflected iin the application of
associated with sample duplicates and their impact on field precision. Given the validation flags and comments that indicate non-compliance with the
large volumes of data that were collected, it would be helpful to illustrate sample iproject document controlling individual sampling campaigns. It does not
‘RPDs and DERS on. a figure or series of figures. The figure(s) (e.g., maps) should :meet project objectives to use the database to imply modifications.to data
illustrate all field duplicate locations by placing them onto a-map of the site, the total flagging or data usability after the fact. We think the approach of using
number of field duplicates at each location, and the number that did not meet the the database for data flagging or usability assessments is outside the
EPA Specific 82.32 Vol.2 minimum requirements. This analysis would'be helpful in determining if there are approved project documents. See response to V2.G2.
significant soil heterogeneity issues and could help direct addition quality control
sample evaluations. This.comment refers to several subsections found:in Section 3
(e.g:, Dioxins.and Furans—Soil) andiis covered in the General Comments section
above.
$2.33. Page 4, Section 3.1,.and others in Section 3.0. This section states: The value 43% was reported in error. The correct result was ~ 18%. The
“Although 43 percent of the target sample/field duplicate analyte pairs-exceeded text has been expanded to discuss this finding. See Response to
RPD criteria, it is important to note that all exceedances were noted at only five Comment V2.G2.
locations. This is more indicative of matrix interference than on overall precision
issue.” Nearly one half of all duplicate samples didinot:meet criteria; that is alot.
Without additional supporting information, the accuracy of the quoted statement is
unclear. That is, if the conclusion is truly related to matrix interferences, this section
. must provide data regarding the performance of other QC samples that illuminate
B SReS e £ vl matrix interference problems, such.as MS or MSD samples. Furthemmore, as
discussediin the general comments section above, a map or other graphic showing
the total number, location, andifraction. of duplicates not meeting acceptance criteria
shouldibe included to illustrate geospatial relationship of the samples. Finally,
consider and present the rationale for application of additiona! sample qualification to
the group of soils measured for dioxins and furans as a result of the large number of '
duplicates not meeting acceptance criteria.
S$2.34. Page 4, Section 3.2 and others in Section 3.0. Please provide a discussion || Details regarding such actions will be provided in Section 3.0.
on the procedures for appending V&V qualifiers to the data which are in the database
EPA Specific 82.34 Vol 2 as well as the procedures that were utilized to minimize transcription errors. (Refer
also to comment #3 above)
S$2.35. Page 8, Section 4.0, second paragraph. The numbers.in this paragraph do || The totals presented are correct. The paragraph describes that 90% of
not add correctly. Specifically, the report states that of the 89 percent of data | the entire dataset underwent V&V. The paragraph further discusses the
undergoing V&V, 85 percent of that data had no QC issues, 13 percent were | breakdown of the V&V data, which should total 100%, with 85% no QC
qualified as estimated or undetected, and the finali 2 percent were qualified, but still || issues, 13% estimated or undetected, and 2% other. The text states that
acceptable. While that totals 100%, the text goes on to say that less than 3% of the | less than 3% of the data reported as detected by the laboratory was
is flagged for lab blank contamination and then states that approximately 2 percent of | flagged as a non-detect due to biank contamination. This is accurate. The
the data set was rejected during V&V. It is unclear what this really says, but at denominator in this equation is different, and therefore not additive to the
EPA Specific §2.35 Vol 2 minimum the total percentage of samples is shown at 102%, whichiis incorrect. ‘ 85, 13, and 2% discussions above. The denominatoriin the percentage of |
Clarify this section by improving Table A2.6 as showniin comment #10. | rejected data calculation is also different. ‘Rejected data are not.used'in ]
| the RI/FS, so the denominator in this equation.includes all V&V data,
| whether used in the RI/FS or not. No-change has been made as a result .
| of this comment.
1 3
$§2.36. Page 8, Section 4.0, first bullet, last paragraph. This paragraph states that This statement will be. modified to reflect the findings referred to in :
all target sampleffield: duplicate. pairs were found to be acceptable. However, RPDs response to Comment S2.33. |
EPA Specific S2.36 Vol 2 for dioxins and metals were 43 and 12 percent, respectively. Pleaseiinclude a ‘
|

iPAGE 16 OF 24




Responses to Comments on the Comprehensive Risk Assessment — Volume 2

EU

Comment Type

No. - |"

: f'-.ICQmment Scope’

Comment

“RESPONSE .

Specific

§2.37

Voll2

S$2.37. Page 9, Section: 4.0, first'bullet, third paragraph. This-sentence states,
“Accuracy was generally acceptable with infrequent performance outside QC limits.”
This statement seems inaccurate as over 1/3 of the data exhibited accuracy related
issues. As indicated in previous comments above, itiis inadequate to state only the
frequency of QC sample exceedances. This information must be accompanied by
detail about what may be affecting the poor accuracy. It is unacceptable to gloss
over poor accuracy results, especially at the rate of 33%. This section must be
expanded to specify the conditions about the poor results, including, for example,
information about trends in: specific matrices or analyte groups. Remember the
questions regarding accuracy of QC samples leads us to question accuracy of the
investigative field samples. Thisiis no small matter. As.such, any conclusions
regarding questionable accuracy in field samples must be clearly outlined here.

The statement that accuracy was gemerélly accépiable has: beéh
removed. The accuracy specific detail can be found in Table A2:5.

EPA

Specific

S$2.38

Voli2

$2.38. Page 9, Section: 4.0, third bullet. Please include evaluations associated with
the additional documents cited in this section.

Please see the.response to comment S2.29. No change has been made
as a result of this comment.

EPA

Specific

§2.39

Vol 2

§2.39. Page 10, Section 4.0, last sentence. The statement that concludes Section |
4.0: “This review concludes that the PARCC of the data are generally acceptable and
the CRA objectives have been.met.”, cannot be accurate based upon the limited
information provided in the DQA. These concluding statements must state, rather,
the data qualified as a result of the DQA process. Thatis, it must call out those data
that are impacted from the combination of V&V and the DQA. Finally, given the
inherent errors in sampling and analysis and difficulties in acquiring an absolutely
pristine data set, a:reviewer should be highly skeptical of any data set that is
characterized as both “generally acceptable and all objectives have been met.” |
without any further qualification. To aid:in.a more complete summarization, the i
rreport must include a table shows all qualification assignments for each data point for
each associated QC sample and should show the resulting qualification as a result of
the DQA. The new table should show each condition that would: result in qualification
for both:laboratory QC (e.g., blank, MS, laboratory duplicate, LCS), field QC (e.g.,

field duplicates) and any overall data quality assignment applied to as a resuit of the
DQA. This may occur when applying a holistic approach to review looking at trends
as described above. A recommended template for this table is shown iin. Table C6.

We respectfully disagree that data flags can or should be epplied through
this process. Please refer to the response to comment V2.G2. All data
and data flagging information. are supplied in the attached dataset to the.
imain document. No change has been:made as a result of this comment.

EPA

Specific

82.40

Vol 2

ATTACHMENT 3 - Data Adequacy Report

§2.40. Inseveral of the EU/AEU-specific discussions, the fact that concentrations
were non-detect is used to support the conclusion: that a chemical class is:not likely
to be of concem. This conclusion is only true- if the detection limits achieved are
adequate to assess potential risks. If the detection limits are higher than the ESL, it
cannot be assumed that because concentration levels were less than the detection
limit that risks are low. The data adequacy section should be revised to include a
statement regarding the importance of detection limit adequacy when making
decisions based/on non-detects. Please review EU/AEU discussions to verify that
chemicals without adequate detection limits are identified and revise any statements
and conclusions.as needed.

The adequacy of detection limits relative to PRGs.and ESLs is evaluated
in Attachment 1 to Volumes 3 through 15. Attachment 3 of Volume 2 will
be revised to summarize the evaluation process and overa'i conclusions.
Any analyte group-specific detection limit issues related to SU and AEU
data adequacy will be noted. A new Section 2.2.2, Detecticn Limit
Adequacy, will be created in Attachment 3.
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EU. .| sSource | CommentType | - No. ' | ~CommentScope | - - Comment RESPONSE T
k ‘ | As noted in ’earlier comments on the pre-draft Data Adequacy Report, it is not "'I'he suggested language will'be incorporated'into the text where
appropriate to state words to the effect that “there are no data but no data are appropriate.
adequate because we do not know of any releases”™. However, as previously agreed,
' the data adequacy assessment may invoke other data and/or other knowledge to
argue why risk management conclusions may be possible even though data are not
adequate for quantitative computations.. In the event that these arguments are
considered persuasive by the Agencies, then the CRA for that Exposure Area is
- ‘ appropriate, despite the data:limitations. When there are no data for an EU/AEU but
257 elpEaie 240 el the supporting evidence suggests that risk decisions can be made without additional
sampling, please revise the “no data are adequate” conclusion to be similar to the
following: “Although the existing data do not:meet the minimal data adequacy
guidelines, it is possible to make risk decisions without additional sampling.”
I )
| |
1 82.41. Data Adequacy Report, Figures: Please add a footnote to the appropriate Methyiene chloride and acetone are common laboratory contaminants
figures, or clarify in the text, why acetone and methylene chloride are not includedin | that are often present in low concentrations:in samples. PAHs are
! the VOC figures and why phthalates are not included in the SVOC figures. ubiquitous in the environment and thus-also are often present in low
{ concentrations in samples. They were broken out for separate
! ifi 4 Vol 2 assessment so that the portrayal of VOC and SVOC concentrations is
j 25 7L L] ° more reflective of potential contamination. For clarification, Attachment 3,
i Section:2.0, the text will be revised accordingly.
i
' S2.42. Page 2, Section 2.0, Data Adequacy Assessment.. The wrong series of | Attachment 3, Section 2.0, 4th paragraph, the 5th bullet wil be revised as
& ‘  figures are referenced. In the fifth bullet, second set of bullets change, “Figures suggested.
EPA Specific S2.42 Vol 2 L ; ge; "rig 99
P A3.23 through A3.40" to “Figures A3.33 through A3.40".
i $2.43. Page 2, Section 2.0, Data Adequacy Assessment, last sentence: The | Attachment 3, Section 2.0, last paragraph, the last sentence willibe
j EPA Specific S2.43 Vol 2 statement should be clarified to indicate groundwater is not evaluated directly, revised as suggested.
. however, the groundwater to surface water migration pathway is evaluated.
| ! .
: | S2.44. Page 6, Section 2.2.1, Data Collection Overview, firstiparagraph: Thetext | See response to EPA General Comment V2-G1. The procedure (including
j " indicates that samples are not at the surface after ‘clean backfill' has been placediin sampling of backfill material) for backfilling excavations is-addressed in
| the excavation. The text should:clarify - where backfill was imported'from and-how it [ the Soil and Asphalt RFCA Standard' Operating Protocol (RSOP) and the
" | was determined to be ‘clean’. For EU-specific data discussions, it will be important to | {Environmental ‘Restoration (RSOP), both approved by regulatory
EPA Specific S2.44 Vol 2 . indicate whether an Accelerated Action has occurred in the EU and the approximate | agencies.
depth of the fill material placed over ‘surface soil’ samples that are used in the risk
assessment.
| S2.45. Page 8, Section 2.2.3, Refinement of Data Adequacy Guidelines, top of Attachment 3, Section 2.2.3 (new Section 2.2.4), 1st paragraph, 1stbullet
page: Please change, “3 samples have been-identified as a data adequacy will be revised as:suggested.
EPA Specific §2.45 Vol 2 | guideline”, to 3 samples have been identified as the minimum data adequacy
guideline.” ‘
S§2.46. Page 9, Section 2.3, Overview of Contamination, last bullet: Change, ; Attachment 3, Section 2.3, 1st paragraph, 4th bullet will be revised as
EPA Specific S2.46 Vol 2 “contamination of surface water” to “contamination: of surface water and sediment”. suggested.
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-EU

Source

|- comment Type | -

i 'NO.';

Comimient Scope’

- Comment

" RESPONSE

Specific

S2.47

Vol 2

§2.47. Page 10, Section 2.3, Overview of Contamination: The conclusion indicates
that based on: a review of data and:historical information, data adequacy related to.
pesticides, herbicides and dioxins for individual iEUs is.not discussed further for each
EU. In RAWG discussions, the Agencies agreed with the conclusion as it relates to
pesticides and herbicides, because it is clearly supported based on the extensive
amount of available-data for those two analyte groups.(as shown in figures A3.6,
A3.46, A3.62). However, due to the limited amount of samples andidata, the same
argument does not apply for dioxin. There is a higherilevel of uncertainty related to
eliminating the need for addressing dioxins, and this uncertainty should be more
clearly documented prior to reaching the same conclusion. [t is requested that
dioxins 'be removed from the pesticide/herbicide discussion and presentediin a
separate;paragraph. Please revise the discussion to indicate that sample locations
were specifically biased to identify if dioxins may be. present (e.g., samples of actual
ash from incinerators(?), samples-are from residual oil in pits(?), sample locations
were placed downgradient from: IHSSs where dioxin would be expected (e.g.,
incinerator), and in areas that runoff and deposition would occur). In addition, please
revise the statement that samples were collected at other IHSS “although they were
not expected”, to indicate that several IHSSs in outlying areas, including surface
water from the wastewater treatment pond series, were sampled to address
uncertainties associated the potential for contamination.from historical incineration
operations. Figures A.3.8, A.3.32, A.3.38, and A.3.56, should also be referenced to
document that dioxins have been sampled and not detected at various locations
throughout the site. There has been repeated sampling of dioxins in surface water
associated with the former wastewater treatment ponds (i.e., as indicated on: Figures
A.3.8, A3.32, A.3.38, and A.3.56). Sampling of surface water and not sediment for a
bioaccumulative chemical group is not obvious. 1t appears there is-a data gap
associated with sediment and dioxins at the site. Is requested that additional

information be provided regarding the limitations of data for this analyte group prior to |

removing it for further consideration.

Attachment 3, Section 2.3, the text will be reviséd as éuggested.

Specific

§2.48

Vol 2

S2.48. Page 11, Section 2.4, Exposure Unit-Specific Data: Adequacy Assessment:
It is indicated that surface water is likely to be insignificant, is screened against
human health. PRGs as a conservative measure. It is not evident that the pathway is
insignificant. -Please revise this paragraph as needed, based on the results. of
comments for Appendix 4.

i Attachment 3, Section 2.4, 2nd paragraph, 2nd'sentence, the footnote will
| be-deleted.

EPA

Specific

S2.49

Voi 2

S$2.49. Page 11, Section 2:4.1, West Area EU, Number of Samples: Because there
are no surface soil samples for VOCs, SVOCs, or PCBs, this section invokes the use
of 5 sediment samples for which concentration of these compounds were either not
detected or detected ibelow a level of concemn to support the conclusion that no
additional samples are needed to make risk decisions. However, this section only
includes comparisons to human health PRGs and does not include any comparisons

to ESLs. This section shouldbe revised to also include the samples for evaluation of |

ecological receptors by providing a comparison of results to ESLs.

: The comparisons to ESLs are provided in Section 2.5.5 (Rock Creek
| AEU) and Section 2.5.6 (McKay Ditch AEU). Therefore, no changes will
| be made to Attachment 3.

EPA

Specific

S$2.50

Vol 2

8§2.50. Page 13, Section 2.4.2, Inter Drainage ‘EU:. The text indicates that samples
were not collected directly from an IHSS where waste oils were sprayed on a
roadway and that adjacent samples that are available were not analyzed for PCBs.
The footnote states that “there is no documentation that indicates oil contained:
PCBs”". The fact that there is no documentation related to PCBs being in: waste oil
does not remove the potential for PCBs to be in.the waste oil. The text should'
provide any available information as to the origin or generation of the ‘waste-oils’ that
were:.used-on the roads. In addition, if it is determined that no data are needed to
characterize this area, this specific data limitation should be included in the Data
‘Description and discussed as an uncertainty in Volume 5 (Inter Drainage EU), and
other applicable volumes (e.g., 10, 11, 12, and 13) where roadway spraying occurred
and there are ino samples. .

. Attachment 3, Section 2.4.2, Inter Drainage EU, the footnota will be

! revised as follows: Based on the historicalisummary presented for PAC

1000-501 in the 2005 Annual Update to the Historical Release ‘Report

. (DOE 2005a), the sources of oil for roadway sprayingiin the Inter

; Drainage EU, Upper Woman Drainage EU, and Lower Woman Drainage

* EU'would be one oriboth of the following: in-October 1982, 120 liters of
Number 2 diesel fuel from.a tank spill on the northem side of Building: 371

. 'was 'used on roads; and in. September 1983, 1,200 gallons of Mobil

i Number 634 gear lubrication oil from: a Building 883 rolling mill lube

. system was used on Plant gravel roads. These oils are not expected to
contain PCBs.
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JEU I Source Comment Type |- No. »- Comment Scope .- , Comment o - RESPONSE < e ot
j -.82.51. Page 16, Section 2.4.3, Number of Samples: The text should be.revisedto | Attachment 3, Section2.4.3, Number of Samples, footnote 12 (new ‘
‘ indicate any IHSSs that occur:in the EU. As noted in previous comments, although Footnote 9) acknowledges the presence of the Flume Porid IHSS in the \
: there is only one IHSS, the description of the EU fails to mention that LWNEU is 'LWNEU. The current discussion on upgradient sources for PCBsiis clear. |
downgradient and received discharges from wastewater treatment/sedimentation. 'No changes will be made to the text in Attachment 3, ‘Section 2.4.3, ‘
ponds. Please revise the document to include this important feature and include a Number of Samples. :
‘statement indicating that PCBs were present in the upgradient WWTP sedimentation |
EPA Specific S2.51 Vol 2 ponds. Although the text appears to have been revised to address this comment, ‘ |
;however does not mention that the EU'receives discharges from the former i !
i wastewater treatment/sedimentation ponds (i.e:, A and. B series ponds). Please i |
. revise so that the IHSSs and upgradient sources. are accurately portrayed. i
1 S2.52. Page 16, Section 2.4.3, Lower Walnut Drainage EU, Surface Soil: These PCBs are not detected in the sediment within LWNEU. The requested
‘ . sections state thatiPCBs may be presentiin.drainage sediments due to run-off from: addition: of sediment samples to the surface soil data set would not ‘
| transformer sites in the |A but are not expected'in surface soil. ‘Due to the ephemeral | change the risk assessment conclusions for the LWNEU. No changes will it
: nature of this drainage, and'considering that run-off into this drainage is expectedito [ ‘be made to the text in Attachment 3, Section 2.4.3. Lower Walnut i
i .decrease inthe future; it is possible that drainage sediments may become exposed: Drainage EU, Surface Soil. ‘ \
: EPA Specific 82.52 Vol 2 . as surface soils. Currently, there are only 4 surface soil samples analyzed for PCBs | il
:  in this EU and no samples from PMJM habitat areas. To address this data fimitation, || |
‘ | itis recommended that the PCB dataset for surface soil be amended to include | ‘
| ; surficial sediments from the drainage.
| | |
i S2.53. Page 17, Section 2.4.3, Spatial Representativeness: Itiis indicated thatdue | As stated, VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs, are either non-detected oriess than :
, to the absence of historicallsources in the EU, concentration gradients would not be || the PRGs/ESLs in sediment in the LWNEU. This also applies to sediment
| expected. However, the EU is downgradient of the former wastewater treatment downgradient of Pond A-4 in the Upper Walnut Drainage/EU.
. plant and ponds, which would be a potential source into the EU. Therefore, the | Concentration gradients are not apparent. Any further detailed analysis
presence of a concentration gradient would be best documentediusing resuits of i-does not appear warranted considering the spatial representativeness of
EPA Specific S$2.53 Vol 2 sediment samples iin Walnut Creek as it enters the EU compared to as it enters Pond | the data in the LWNEUiis relatively good. No changes wiil:be made to
| A-5. Please revise the section to indicate the lack of soil samplesiin the northern ‘ \ Attachment 3, Section:2.4.3, Spatial Representativeness:
‘ | portion: of the EU is addressed through the use of sediment samples. |
I ;
I
S2.54. iPage 28, Section.2.4.9, Lower Woman Drainage iEU, PMJM, INumber of Il Attachment 3, Section 2.4.9, Lower Woman Drainage EU, Surface Soil in
EPA Specific S2.54 Vol 2 | Sampies, 2nd to last sentence: Change “WBEU" to “LWOEU". | PMJM Habitat, Number of Samples, 2ndi paragraph, the 5th sentence will
| i ; 1 ‘ be revised as suggested.
; $2.55. Page 34, Section:2.5, Sediment andi Surface Water Data Adequacy | Data adequacy guidelines were established for the EUs and AEUs only.
! Assessment: The introduction on: this-page should:be expanded:to provide an ; | The tables present the number of samples per pond as additional:
| overview of the data adequacy guidelines regarding:the specific focus of the i } information. lt'is evident from Figures A3.41 through: A3.45 and A3.49
; assessment to evaluate data adequacy within ponds (as supported by the AEU Il through A3.53 that there are adequate sediment and surface water data
| tables which indicate number of samples by pond for each AEU). In addition, the | for the imtact portion of the SID. No changes: will be made to the text in
; Spatial Representativeness sections do not consistently discuss the data adequacy | Attachment 3, Section:2.5.
EPA Specific S2.55 Vol 2 | considerations associated with,ponds in.each of the AEUs. Please review and revise |
‘ the Spatial Representativeness sections for each AEU to include discussion of Il
| available data related tojponds (or other tributary notations) that support the data i
adequacy guidelines. For Woman Creek (page 39), a discussion: of data associated ! |
with the intact portion of the SID should be added. |
| |
‘ il
‘ i S2.56. Page 34 and Page 39, North Walnut and Woman.Creek AEUs:. The | Attachment 3, Section 2.5.1 (North Walnut Creek AEU) and Section 2.5.4
| number of samples and/or spatial distribution of locations analyzed for fluoride are (Woman Creek AEU), Number of Samples and/or Spatiai:
‘ EPA Specific S2.56 Vol 2 I limited for these AEUs (see Volume 15B Figures 2.49 and 2.175). Please include'a | Representativeness, the text will be revised as suggested.
i . | notation for each of these AEUs to indicate that the data llimitations associated with
! | fluoride will be discussed in Volume 15B.
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I EU - "'Source Comment Type ~No.. |’ = Comment Scope : : 5 o ~ Comment | : RESPONSE :
Il §2.57. Page 37, Section 2.5.2, South Walnut Creek AEU, Temporal | Attachment 3, Section 2.5.2, (South: Wainut Creek AEU), Surface Water,

1 ‘Representativeness: The second paragraph indicates that PCBs were. never Temporal Representativeness, 2nd paragraph, thetext will be revisedas ||
i | | detected in surface water. However, Volume 15B2, Attachment 1, Table suggested. i
i A.1.2.SWAEU.1, indicates that the detection timit was not adequate for evaluating
! the ESL.. Please revise the text to indicate the limitation. Itis agreed that in most
I - scenarios, the low solubility of the compound make it unlikely for the chemical to be
} ] EPA Specific S2.57 Vol 2 in'water especially if co-located sediment concentrations are not significantly
1 elevated. The text should be revised to indicate that current surface water samples

! for PCBs are not warranted unless sediment concentrations are elevated in the
| stream to be evaluated in Volume 15B2.
|
I §2.58. Page 42, Section 2.5.5, Rock Creek AEU, Temporal Representativeness, Attachment 3, Section 2.5.5 (Rock Creek AEU), Surface Water, Temporal

EPA Specific S2.58 Vol 2 last paragraph, 2nd sentence: Change “sediment PCB data” to “surface water PCB Representativeness, 2nd paragraph, the last sentence will be revised as
data”. suggested.

! §2.59. Page 43, Section 2.5.6, McKay Ditch AEU, Surface Water, Number of Attachment 3, Section 2.5.6, (McKay Ditch AEU), Surface' Water, Number
i EPA Specific S2.59 Vol 2 Samples: Change “RC AEU” to “MK AEU”. of Samples, last sentence will be revised as suggested.

|

! §2.60. Page 46, Section 2.5.7, Southeast AEU, Temporal Representativeness: Attachment 3, Section 2.5.7 (Southeast AEU), Surface Water, Temporal:

! This section utilizes VOC, SVOC, and PCB resuits from historical samples collected Representativeness, 3rd paragraph, the second sentence will be modified

i at the upstream westem property boundary to support the conclusion that these as follows: VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs were not detected in Pond D-1, and

‘ analyte classes are-not of concern for this drainage and that data are adequate for VOCs were detected'below the ESL at the western (upstream) property
I the drainage. While these samples demonstrate that analyte levels in surface water || boundary.

: coming into RFETS were not above ESLs, they do not provide any information on 1
! jevels in downstream (on-site) locations. This section: should be revised to indicate |
| 'EPA Specific 8260 | Vol 2 that historical data from downstream locations (i.e., outfall of Pond D-1) as-evidence: I
i : to support the conclusion that additional on-site samples are not needed for SVOCs, I

i VOCs, and PCBs. The limitation and uncertainty should be reflected in appropriate ‘

sections of Volume 13 (Southeast EU). |

| u
S2.61. Page 47, Section 2.6.1, Subsurface Soil, 2nd full paragraph, NW-167.1: Attachment 3, Section 2.6.1, 4th paragraph, the text will: be revised to Il

‘ | This paragraph states that SVOC and VOC concentrations are “low”, but it does not state that the concentrations at the landfill seep discharge were typically

] EPA Specific S2.61 l Vol 2 identify the basis of these conclusions (i.e., low relative to what?). This paragraph at or below surface water action levels.

: : | should be revised to clarify the PRG/ESL used to make the determination that I

| concentrations were ‘low”. [
| ! ‘ |

i } §2.62. Page 47, 2nd full paragraph, NW-167.1: The text states that “SVOCs do Attachment 3, Section 2.6.1, 4th paragraph, the text will be-revised to |

i not migrate readily through the soil column and are expected'to-largely remainin the || identify bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate as.the SVOC of interest, and to state i
EPA Specific 262 } Vol 2 surface soil.” While migration potential may be limited for some SVOCs, this is that bis(2-ethylhexyf)phthalate, which rarely exceeded the surface water ‘
; 1L certainly not true for all SVOCs. This statement should be revised to identify the action level, would not readily migrate through the soil column. i
‘ migration.potential.of the particular SVOCs of iinterest for this IHSS. ‘
I
i $2.63. Page 47, 3rd paragraph, NW-170: The text states that “radionuclides and Attachment 3, Section 2.6.1, 6th.paragraph, the text will be revised to Il
metals-do inot: migrate readily through: the soil column and are expected to largely indicate that the only metali of interest at NW-170 was vanadium, which 1
remain in the surface soil.” While migration potential may be limited for some metals, | was present at levels above the WRW AlLs at two locations. The soil at f
EPA Specific $2.63 Vol 2 this is certainly not true for allmetals. This statement should be revised to identify these locations was excavated in 2005. [
the migration potential of the particular metals of interest for this IHSS. |
S2.64. Page 48, 3rd paragraph, NE-156.2: The text states that SVOCs are not Attachment 3, Section 2.6.1, 12th paragraph, the text wiil be revised to
expected contaminants in the soil and debris materials excavated during construction | state that the IHSS was characterized as part the OU6 RFI/RI, and
! projects. However, it is not.clear how this. conclusion was reached. it is not clear SVOCs were not a target analyte group based on existing data and
} whether construction projects where: soil and debris were removed occurred:in process knowledge. ‘
{ source areas and may include :potential contaminants of concern. For example, if
EPA Specific §2.64 | Vol 2 SVOCs were ppotential contaminants in these source areas, SVOCs should not be ]
I excluded as potential contaminants for this IHSS. This section should be expanded
1 to discuss the nature of the soil and debris source miaterials with regard to potential
i for SVOC contamination.
| ‘ I i
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hierarchy.

provides a consistently conservative bias to ensure that risks are:not
underestimated.

EU ‘Source .| ‘Comment Type No.. ./ ' CommentScope ; Comment \ RESPONSE :
— ‘ 82:65. Page 50-51, Section 2.8, Surface Water Considérations, last sentence: i Anécﬁﬁeﬁt 3, Sectioh 28 4th paragraph, 2ndi‘sentence,‘ the citation. will
EPA - Specific S2.65 Vol 2 Include acitation for the Colorado WQCC and WQCD policy and guidance il be added.
' referencedin this sentence. i
S2.66. Tables A3.53 and A.3.54: The tables.include the total number of samples il Attachment 3, Tables A3.53 and A3.54, the suggested footnote will be
iby analyte group and include a list of the ponds that occur in each AEU with their | added.
corresponding number of samples. The table may be confusing'because the number I
» of samples listedifor the ponds: does not equal the total number shown for the analyte ||
EPA Specific S2.66 Vol 2 group. Please add a footnote to indicate that the totalinumber presented represents |
llocations for all surface water and sedimentlocations occurring throughout the AEU.
} .
$2.67. Figures: Bowman's Pond is referenced throughout the text, but'is not ! ‘ Bowman's Pond is referenced in Attachment 3, Tables A3.52 through
. identified on any figures. Please add: the location of the pond to the figures. il A3.54 but not in the text. A footnote will be added to these tables stating
: 1 “Bowman's Pondiwas remediated through-an accelerated action and filled:
EPA Specific S2.67 Vol 2 i ! in, and:is no longer a surface water feature of the Walnut Creek drainage.
3 | The pond was centrally located at the north boundary of the former 1A.”
; ; | No changes will be made to the figures.
1 .82.68. Figures:. All figures in the attachment;present sample locations by analyte | The “a” series of Tables A3.1 through A3.48 provide the number of
| groups:{e.g., metals, SVOCs), giving the impression that all analytes for metals (or || samples for each analyte within the-analyte groups in order to not be
: other analyte suites) were sampled at each of the locations shown on the figures. | misleading that alllanalytes in the group are always analyzed in a given
However, the summary tables for each analyte group indicate that specific chemicals | sample. This is further highlightedin a note to Table 1.2 of Volumes 3
within the analyte group are not actually sampled at the. locations shown on the ! ‘ through 15 that explains that the number of samples for an analyte group
Specifi S Vol 2 : figures. In some cases, the figures may be misleading. For example, 1,3,5- | does not necessarily match the number of results for a given analyte
EPA -~Spectic 2.68 o ‘ trinitrobenzene and other SVOCs were only sampled 5 or 7 times, yet the figures | within the group. No changes to figures in Attachment 3 will be. made.
1 present 100's of SVOC locations giving the impression that the all SVOCs were |
| sampled:at this location.. Please provide a footnote on the figures to avoid! [
"' misconceptions.
i ATTACHMENT 4 - Insignificant Pathways | Attachment 4 willi be revised to include a quantitative risk screening.for the
See General Comments I surtace water and indoor air pathways based on meetings with EPA and
EPA Specific Vol 2 | CDPHE.
|
, ATTACHMENT S — Background Summary Tables | Figures 2.4 and 2.5 provide the requested information. These figures-are
EPA Specific S2.69 Vol 2 1 §2.69. FIGURES: This attachment should be revised to include maps of | referenced along with Attachment 5 in the main text. No changes will be
| ‘background sample locations for each environmental' media: ; made to Attachment 5.
i
1 $2.70. TABLES: It appears that when the number of detected samples was zero, | Attachment 5, Tables AS5.1 through. A5.7, will lbe revised as suggested.
‘ | the table is left blank for the number of detects and the detection frequency. Revise |
i . the table to show 0 for the number of detects and: 0% for the detection frequency. In. |
EPA Specific S2.70 Vol 2 | addition, the tables should be revised to include a footnote that clarifies that statistics
i 'were calculatediassuming a value of ¥2 the reported value for non-detects. 1
i ;
\
|
i ATTACHMENT 6 - Tier 2-Methodology || Attachment 6 will be revised to reflect the change in.procedure noted in
EPA Specific Vol 2 ‘ See General Comments. 1 the general comment.
ATTACHMENT 7 — ERA Uncertainties . Attachment 7, Section 1.5, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence, will be revised as
EPA Specific S2.71 Vol 2 §2.71. Page 4, Section 1.5, 1st sentence: Change “...are discussediin the suggested.
| previous sections.” to “...are discussed in. Volumes 3 through 15.” ‘
182.72. Page5, Section 1.5, last paragraph: The paragraph states that the lowest “ Attachment 7, Section 1.5, 3rdiparagraph, 2nd: sentence, the statement
. LOAEL was selected as the wildlife TRV. This is not true. This section should:be || that the lowest LOAEL was selected as the wildlife TRV will be delected
revised to include a description of the TRV selection process as provided in the CRA ||| from the text. Attachment 7, Section 1.5, 3rd paragraph, llast sentence, will
EPA Specific S2.72 Vol 2 Methodology, which includedithe selection of a NOAEL TRV based on a source i also be revised to state that the overall development process for ESLs
|
|
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Source

concentrations were found to be statistically below background for these two EUs.
Please revise the text to.address these issues.

EU Comment Type No. [ * CommentScope / Comment ‘ : nesponse _
ATI'ACHMENT 8 Snte-wnde Professuonal Judgment Cadmlum was not carned forward lnto the: professnonal |udgment step of
§2.73. Sections 2.0 and'3.0: The Process Knowledge and Spatlal Trends sections \ the COC/ECOPC screening process. No changes will be made
EPA Specific S2.73 Vol 2 have neglected to include chemical-specific discussions for cadmium. Please revise i| Attachment 8, Sections 2.0 and 3.0.
the document to include discussions for cadmium. ;
\ S§2.74. Section 3.0, PMJM:: The use of the “3x the ESL” approach for evaluating | The “3x the ESL” is:simply.a benchmark to show relative concentrations -of
; whether a chemical should be retained as an ECOPC for.the PMJM is.not an | the.metals for the purpose of displaying spatial trends. Typically the upper
! appropriate line of evidence to use when: evaluating the special status species. Itis | range of concentration is “3x‘background MDC” because the ESL is
i not clear whether 3x the ESL for certain ESLs may be above or at an effect level. As || typically less than the background MDC. For chromium, copper,.and
? indicated in the CRA Methodology, the approach for the PMJM is intended:to be | 'manganese, the PMJM ESL is greater than the background MDC so “3x
more conservative than for other non-special status species. Conclusions to retain the ESL” becomes the upper range of concentrations. These
an ECOPC shouid reflect a more conservative bias in cases where there is any | concentrations are only used to evaluate spatial trends. No changes will!
question-as to the potential for an ECOI to be retained for further evaluation. Please | bemade to Attachment 8, Section 3.0.
[ EPA Specific S2.74 Vol 2 revise the text and figures to exciude this type of evaluation for the PMJM. iPlease
j revise discussions for chromium, copper, and manganese, and remove this
f evaluation from the corresponding figures. Conclusions which eliminated a chemical:
| based on this line of evidence should be revised and the chemical retained if other
lines of evidence suggesting the ECOI can unequivocally be-eliminated are not
: available.
|
| S2.75. Page 9, Section 3.2, Antimony, Non-PMJM: Theilast two sentences are ini Attachment 8, Section 3.2, Surface Soil (Non-PMUJM), 1stiparagraph, last
i direct conflict withieach other.. The first sentence states that antimony cannot be ‘'sentence, IDEU will be deleted. No ECOPCs will be added to LWOEU for -
: eliminated as an ECOPC for the IDEU, NNEU, UWNEU, IAEU, and'UWOELU (this is | ‘non-PMJM receptors per the agency meeting on. 4/12/06.
! also what:is reflected:in Table A8.1). The second sentence states that antimony in
: thelDEU, LWNEU, and LWOEU are due to naturally occurring levels. In-addition,
! - ‘based on the evidence presented, concentrations in.the LWOEU may not be due to
i EPA Specific S2.75 Vol 2 naturally occurring levels. The LWOEU is one of the EUs identified in the process
i i ‘knowledge section for antimony as one of the areas where contaminationiis
| | expected. Therefore, antimony should be retained as.an ECOPC for the LWOEU.
! : This section should be revised to rectify these discrepancies.
i ! §2.76. Page 12, Section 3:6, Chromium, Non-PMJM: ltis suggested that chromium: | Attachment 8, Section 3.6, Surface Soil (Non-PMJM), chromium will not
| 1 reflects naturally occurring concentrations and is not selected'as an ECOPC for ‘Ibe added as an ECOPC per the agency meeting on 4/12/06.
; | RCEU, IDEU, LWNEU, SWEU, and SEEU. However, there are a large number of :
| tocations with concentrations greater than maximum background concentrations in
| each-of the EUs. Chromium was known to be used at the site and the spatial trends
EPA Specific 8276 | Vol 2 figures indicate that the highest.concentrations (e.g., greater than 3 times the
) maximum background) are spatially oriented in process areas. !t is recommended
; l that chromium be retained to ensure a conservative assessment.
|
§2.77. Page 12, Section 3:6, Chromium, PMJM: Accordingto Table A8.1, *-Chromium will not be added.as an ECOPC per the agency meeting on
chromium was statistically above-background for PMJM habitats in SWEU. Please . 4/12/06.
add “SWEU" to the list presented in the first sentence. Since chromium is an
" ; . expected contaminant at RFETS, and the data set associated with the PMJMihabitat
EPA Specific s2.77 Vol 2 is limited, and there are concentrations are above the ESL, and due 1o the special
\ status of the species, it is requested that chromium: be identified as an ECOPC for
} RCEU, LWNEU, and SWEU.
Ih
]
(] S2.78. Page 13, Section 3.7, Copper, PMJM: The last sentencein this section Attachment 8, Section 3.7, Surface Soil (PMJM), the last sentence will be
EPA Specific §2.78 1 ! Vol 2 refers to copper iq surface spil_for the UWNEU, yet copper was not above deleted.
| \ background for this EU. This final sentence should be removed.
i §2.79. Page 15, Section 3.10;, Manganese, non-PMJM: Since there is an Attachment 8, Section 3.10, Surface Soil (Non-PMJM), manganese will!
[ exceedance of 3 times the ESL and'several exceedances greater than the-maximum | not be added as an ECOPC for non-PMJM receptors per the agency
| background, it is recommended that manganese be retained as an ECOPC in RCEU. | meeting-on 4/12/06. The two sentences referring to the NNEU and IAEU
EPA Specific 8279 | Vol 2 In addition, it is not clear why NNEU and [AEU are being discussed since the EU will be celeted.
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Comment Type

be influenced by impacts that are not site-related. This paragraph should include a
reference to the fact that elevated HQs.in background areas may suggest that the
ibackground area is influenced by non-site-related impacts.

- EU Source “NO.: = Comment Scope v Comment ‘ , x " RESPONSE ;
$2.80. Page 15, Section 3.10, Manganese, PMJM: Since there are elevated I Attachment 8, Section 3.10, Surface Soil (PMJM), the 2nd sentence will
concentrations located near historicall IHSSs, the 2nd sentence should be revised to be revised to clarify that this statement is specific to RCEU. A conclusion
clarify that this statement is specific to RCEU. iIn addition, as written, this section. will be provided for the RCEU.
only iprovides conclusions for UWOEU and LWOELU, yet manganese was also i
EPA Specific $2.80 Vol 2 identified for RCEU. Based on a review of the spatial distritution (Figure A8.18) itiis *
recommended that manganese be retained as an ECOPC for PMJM in the RCEU.
S2.81. Page 16, Section 3.12, Molybdenum, Non-PMJM, 2nd to last sentence: Attachment 8, Section 3.12, Surface Soil (Non-PMJM), it is.the second
EPA Specific S2.81 Vol 2 ‘Change “UWNEU" to “UWOEU". sentence that is in error. UWOEU will be changed to UWNEU.
§2.82. Page 16, Section 3.12, Molybdenum, Non-PMUM: ‘Upon review of the Attachment 8, Section 3.12, Surface Sail (Non-PMJM), molybdenum will
spatial map for molybdenum, exceedances within the WBEU tend to‘be located! inot be added as an ECOPC for non-PMJM receptors per the agency
within or near IHSSs. Therefore, it is not appropriate to conclude that molybdenum 'meeting on 4/12/06.
EPA Specific $2.82 Vol 2 concentrations in soil within the WBEU are due to naturally occurring levels. This
section should be revised to retain molybdenum as a surface soil ECOPC for the
WBEU.
8§2.83. Page 17, Section 3.14, Selenium, Non-PMJM:and PMJM: Upon review of Attachment 8, Section 3.14, Surface Soil (Non-PMJM) and Surface Soil:
the spatial figures. for selenium (Figure A8.24 and A8.25), dstected concentrations of || (PMJM).. For the non-PMJM surface soil in. LWNEU and IAEU, a
selenium are:nearly always associated with IHSSs or other potentially site-impacted || ‘background comparison was not performed because selenium was
areas. Based on this observation, it is not appropriate to assume that surface soil | detected in less than 20 percent of the EU samples. For the IAEU, the
EPA Specific S2.83 Vol 2 concentrations of selenium in the UWNEU, LWNEU, andilAEU are due to naturally | EPC is less than the minimum ESL. Therefore only LWMEU requires a
occurring levels. This section:should be revised: to retain selenium as a surface soil || ‘spatial trendianalysis for selenium. The text will be modified accordingly.
‘ECOPC for these EUs. | Selenium will not be added as an ECOPC for:PMJM or non-PMJM!
} receptors per the agency meeting on 4/12/06.
S2.84. Page 19, Section 3.17, Tin, PMJM: For the LWQELU, the statement thattin || Attachment 8, Section 3.17, Surface Soil (PMJM), the text will: be revised
is either “non-detected or detected at concentrations less than the [PMJM] ESL” is || to state that tin cannot be eliminated as an ECOPC in PMJM habitat in the i
‘not supported by the spatial map (see Figure A8.29). Concentrations.in Patch #25 LWOEU.
EPA Specific S2.84 Vol 2 are both above the ESL and at levels more than 3x the backgroundMDC. In ‘
addition, the preceding Non-PMJM section for tin states that tin cannot be eliminated
as an ECOPC. Therefore, tin should be rretained for the LWOEU. ‘
S2.85. Page 19, Section 3.18, Uranium, Non-PMJM: Upon review of the spatial Attachment 8, Section 3.18, Surface Soil (Non-PMJM), uranium will not be
map for uranium (Figure A8.30), detected concentrations of uranium are-always added as an ECOPC for non-PMJM receptors per the agency meeting on
associated with IHSSs. The figure indicates that there are several locationsin the IA | 4/12/06. : ‘
that are greater than 3 times the maximum detected background concentrations.
Therefore, it is not appropriate to conclude that concentrations'in the IAEU andithe
EPA Specific S2.85 Vol 2 WBEU are representative of naturally occurring levels. This section should be
revised to present a more balanced interpretation of the spatial distribution. The
|AEU is excluded:since the EPC is below the limiting ESL, however, uranium: should
be designated as an ECOPC for the WBEU.
S§2.86. Figures: The figures include a yellow circle defined as “Concentration > Attachment 8, Figures. The legends are accurate as. written, so:no
Background MDC and: <= 3x Background MDC". Please clarify the legend to indicate | changes will be made to the figures in Attachment 8.
the symbol also designates locations that are > than the ESL. In addition, the text
EPA Specific S2.86 Vol 2 throughout Attachment 8 refers to specific EUs as identified on Figures A8.1 through
A8.35. However, the EUs are not designated:on the figures. It is recommended that
EU names be designated-on the figures.
ATTACHMENT 9 — Background Risks | We are not aware of any activity at RFETS' or at off-site background
§2.87. Page 5, Section 4.1, last paragraph: While background risks above alevel |} locations that would cause non-site related contamination. Background
of concem may iindicate that the exposure and/or toxicity parameters usedito assess | risks are included for comparison purposes, and statements about the
EPA Specific S0.87 Vol 2 potential risks are conservative, it may also indicate that the background: dataset: may. ;| conservative nature of ESLs based on'background!levels will be deleted.

No changes will be made to Attachment 9.
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. Source

- EU Comment Type No. - ‘|: Comment Scope- Comment = .« A RESPONSE =~
. i 3.1 Executive Summary - It would be hélpful‘ to:include the folldwing: IExecutive Sumrﬁary, 2nd 1paragréph will bé mbdifiea fo include the
: (a) Itshould'be stated that only arsenic was evaluated'in the professional judgment | following: No-COCs were selected in surface soil/surface sediment and
. step. subsurface soil/subsurface sediment during compietion of the HHRA COC
| selection process. Only one analyte {arsenic) had concentrations in
| WAEU surface soil/surface sediment, that were statistically greater than
i IRFETS background. However, arsenic was subsequently eliminated as a
WAEU CDPHE Specific 3.1 Vol 3 | ‘COC in the professional judgment evolution step of the COC selection
[ process because the weight of evidence supports the conclusion that
3 arsenic concentrations in the WAEU are not the result of RFETS activities,
| butrather are representative of natu_rally occurring concentrations.
(b) This section provides risk estimates only for the site-specific background | IRisks estimate will be.added for the WRW and WRYV for the WAEU! (from
concentrations forarsenic (i.e., 2E-06) but does notidentify that these risks are from. || the professional judgment evaluation). In addition, in the Executive
WAEU CDPHE Specifi 3.1 Vol 3 arsenic. Additionally, the potential risk estimate of about 3E-06 for arsenic for the Summary, 2nd paragraph, text will be added to clarify that potential risks
PECIIC . = WRW and WRYV, as discussed in the professional judgment evaluation, should also are from exposure to arsenic.
be included.
\
3.2.8ection 6.1 - Uncertainty Associated with the Data — There are no surface | Orgamic data are available for surfac sediment. There are no organic
soil/surface sediment data for organics. This uncertainty should be acknowledged as | data for surface soil. This uncertainty will be discussed in Section: 10.1.1
- the potential underestimation of irisk in this section and in the uncertainty evaluation ‘Uncertainties Associated with Data Adequacy and Quality, in Section 11.1
WAEU CDPHE Specific 3.2 el summary Section 6.4. Data Adequacy, and in Section 11.3, Ecological Risk. :
|
3.3 Section 11.0-- Summary and Conclusions — This section only provides a Text will be added to Section 11.0 that summarizes the conclusions
summary of the COC selection process and does notiprovide conclusions regarding regarding potential heaith risks.
WAEU CDPHE Specific 33 vol 3 the potential health risks as noted in the executive summary. |
\
; 3.4.Executive Summary — Please revise this section in.accordance with the following. | Executive Summary, 3rd paragraph will be modified to discuss the ECOls. |
! comments: that were included in the professional judgment evaluation. :
i ‘ - (a) Itisiimportant to state that the following. ECOls were evaluated in the :
| WAEU CDPHE Specific 34 Vol 3 professional judgment evaluation: aluminum, arsenic, ctiromium, ilithium, and ;
i thallium. |
! i
A ‘ (b) The text states risks to ecological receptors are likely to be negligible in this EU The ECOPC selection process is'a screening level risk assessment.
i because no ECOPCs were iidentified. This statement cannot:be supported by | ‘Screening values are comparedito-maximum detected concentrations. In
‘ | quantitative risk estimates because no risk characterization was performed. ‘ the Executive Summary, a new 3rd paragraph: will be added that
3 ' Additionally, this statement is too broad to capture the impact of the various summarizes in:more-detail the ECOPCidentification process. This same |
| screening steps n the selection of ECOPCs as well as the professional judgment paragraph willbe added as the first paragraph of Section 11.3. ‘
| evaluation. 1
! Executive Summary, a new 4th paragraph: will be added as follows:
j Because this process did not identify any ECOPC in the WAEU, norisk |
| " characterization was performed and site-related risks are likely to be H
| WAEU CDPHE Specific 3.4 Vol 3

‘minimal for the ecological receptors evaluated in the WAEU. In addition,
data collected on wildlife abundance and diversity indicate that wildlife
species richness remains high:at RFETS. Because there are no
significant risks to ecological receptors or high levels of uncertainty with
the data, there are no ecological contaminants of concern (ECOCs) for
the WAEU.
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B - Source - | Comment Type No. Comment Scope Comment RESPONSE " -
i 3.5. Uncertainty Analysis — Please note the following comments: Section 1.2 will ibe expanded: to include more detail on data adequacy.
| (a) Section 10.1.1 —'Uncertainty Associated with Data Adequacy and Quality — Section 10.1.1 provides a brief summary and refers back to Section 1.2
1 This section should discuss EU-specific sources of uncertainties associated with the | for this detailed information.
i available data. Additionally, it is.important to discuss the adequacy of detection. limits
1 i for the risk characterization. For example, risks associated with non-detected or
e CDPHE | Specific € Vol 3 infrequently detected ECOIS/ECOPCs with detection fimits higher than the ESLs
; cannot be assumed to be low or negligible. These chemicals should'be addressed
} as a source of uncertainty.
(b) Section 10.1.3 —'Uncertainty associated with elimination of ECOls based on As discussed in Section 10.1.3, the professional judgment evaluation is
‘ professional judgment- It is.inappropriate to claim that the professional judgment designed to eliminate chemicals when lines of evidence support the
* evaluation has llittle effect inithe overall risk calculation. The magnitude of impact is conclusion of no site-related contamination in a specific EU. Text will be
WAEU CDPHE | Specific 35 Vol.3 unknown. This.is one of the reasons why the overall conclusions cannot be revised to state “unlikely to have a significant effect.”
3 classified as “likely to be negligible risks”.
(c) Section 10.2 - Summary of significant Sources of Uncertainty — Itis not Section 10.2 (Section 10.1.4 in new version.of Volume 3) Summary of
appropriate to state that the CRA process was designed!'to be of a conservative Significant Sources of Uncertainty, the following text will be added: While
nature, which should be taken into consideration when reviewing the conclusions of some of the sources of uncertainty discussed tend to either underestimate
‘ the risk assessment. Please revise this statement to reflect the overall uncertain risk or overestimate risk, many results in an unknown effect on the
| WAEU CDPHE Specific 35 Vol 3 nature of risk evaluation process (i.e., under- and over-estimation to-an unknown potential risks. However, the CRA Mathodology outlines a tiered process
degree) and it is important for risk managers and public to keep this in:mind when of risk evaluation that includes conservative assumptions for the ECOPC
interpreting the results of a risk assessment. identification process and more realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for
risk characterization.
: 3:6. Section 11.0 - Summary and Conclusions — The overall stated conclusions, “....a | Section 11.3, 2nd paragraph will be rnodified as follows: Because this
i risk characterization was not performed and potential risks to-ecological receptors in | process did not identify any ECOPCs in the WAEU, :no risk
| the WAEU are likely to be negligible.” cannot be:supported by the quantitative risk characterization was performed and site-related risks are likely to be
‘ " ' estimates. If no risk characterization step is perforrned, it does not mean that risks minimal for. the ecological receptors evaluatediin the WAEU.
WAEU ‘ CDPHE Specific 3.6 Vol'3 are likely to be negligible. Additionally, there is significant uncertainty associated
| with the elimination of certain ECOls before the risk characterization step.
Attachment 3: Attachment 3, Section 4.0: The qualitative comparison to' RFETS and
3.7.Section 4.0-Professional Judgment - Background Comparisons -iPlease note the | regional background data is one line of evidence in professionalijudgment.
following comments: It is agreed that.a discussion of box plots of site and!background data sets
(a) Comparison of RFETS data to background data — It is not appropriate to use provides additional detail. However, they are not emphasized in order to
concentration ranges based on minimum and maximum values to discuss not give extra weight to this line of evidence. A comparison-of site and
comparison of site-specific.and:backgroundidata sets. This type of discussion. background data ranges simply provides.the reader a sense for the
WAEU CDPHE Specific 3.7 Vol 3 defeats the purpose of conducting statistical comparisons using the underlying difference in the magnitude of the site and background concentrations. No
distributions of both data sets. For the same reason, it is inaccurate to place changes will be made to-the text.
emphasis on a single MDC background value. :Box plots should be used for detailed
‘ ‘ qualitative statements regarding the comparisons between the site and background
| ‘ data sets.
1 |
| !
1 (b) Comparison:.of RFETS background data to Westemn: States soils - Too much ‘Background: concentrations from Colorado and the bordering states are |
weight is given to-the comparison of site data with the Westem State background only one line of evidence in the professional judgment evaluation. The ‘
‘  data. These comparisons cannot be given much weight in the weight-of evidence comparison to these regional background concentrations is not given any |
" evaluation because of the following reasons: (i) these comparisons are not special significance relative to other lines of evidence. However, footnote
WAEU CDPHE Specific 37 Vol'3 | performed in a statistical manner; and (i) in accordance with the USEPA guidelines 3 in Attachment .3 will be modified to note that the concentrations are
 for background comparisons, site-specific background represents the most important | simply regional benchmarks for naturally-occurring metals.
| data set to reflect the site-specific contamination.
|
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“EW |- Source. . | Comment Type No. Comment Scope : Comment T . ‘RESPONSE ol
‘ ' (c) Comparison of site backgroundidata to ESLs - It is:not appropriate to use a Attachment 3, Section. 4.5.5 Lithium: Risk Potential for Plants and Wildlife,
i comparison of ESLs to the RFETS background to demonstrate the conservative Surface Soil (Non-PMJM), the following sentence willibe deleted: Because
‘ nature of ESLs. However, it is important to characterize background risks by risks to ecological receptors are not expected at background
o ‘ discussing the magnitude and frequency of exceedance of HQ = 1.0. For concentrations, the terrestrial.plant ESL may be overly conservative.
WAEU CDPHE Specific 37 ‘ Vol 3 perspective, these background risks should be compared with RFETS- specific risks
| in terms of the magnitude and:frequency of exceedance. This information should be |
i discussed in the risk characterization. :
| i
il :
| | |
| i 3.8. Section 4.0 - Professional Judgment -ECOls evaluated in the Professional The professional judgment evaluation is a-balanced approach of looking:
‘ i Judgment - Overall, it appears that in many cases ECOls were eliminated at various lines of evidence to ensure a PCOC/ECOI is actually a
il | prematurely based on the following lines of evidence: Process iknowledge, pattern contaminant when the statistical analysis suggests it maybe a
i | recognition, and comparison to-RFETS and other background'data. For example, contaminant. The log-probability plots are only one line of evidence andi
il | log-probability plots are given too much weight and the limited ipower of this are not given any additional weight relative to other lines of evidence.
; i | approach to detect the occurrence of two.populations is not taken into consideration. | Furthermore, the limitations of the log-probability plots are discussed.in
i Additionally, arsenic, for example, cannot be eliminated as an ECOPC based on footnote 2 on page 4. Additional weight is given to the pattern recognition
‘ comparison to the Western State soil data when the RFETS date is statistically because, if the spatial trend evaluaticn indicates clustering-of elevated
: higher than the RFETS background data. imetal concentrations near historical IHSSs iin the EU under consideration,
1 this line of evidence is significant encugh for the metal to be considered a
WAEU CDPHE Specific 3.8 1 Vol'3 COC/ECOPC regardless of process knowledge or other lines of evidence.
] This approach was intended to be conservative. Arsenic was eliminated
‘ \ as an ECOPC because the weight of evidence-(all lines of evidence)
: | suggests itiis not a contaminant. No changes will be made to the text.
! i ECOPCs will not be added to the WAEU per the agency meeting on
| | 4112106,
w |
‘ |
\
|
SPECIFIC COMMENTS iFOR VOLUME 3, WEST AREA EU Section 7.3, 1stparagraph, the following text will be added back into the
83.1. Page 7, Subsurface Soil Evaluation:.for Non-PMJM Receptors: Inthe pre- | document: Soil inithe area where the subsurface soil:samples were
i draft CRA Volume 3 (April 2005), the subsurface soil evaluation acknowledged that collected has subsequently been impacted by mining activities and the
| 1 the 2 locations where subsurface soil samples were collected have subsequently data from the impacted soil are not representative of current conditions.
| been disturbed and hence are nolonger representative of current conditions. This For purposes of conservatism, the subsurface soil data are assessed as
i text has been removed from the October 2005 draft, yet the issues identified though no disturbance has occurred.
previously with: the subsurface soil data set still remain. Because the only available
| I ‘ subsurface soil samples are no longer representative of current conditions, the data Sample data that are given an NLR designation, represent soil at a
WAEU \ EPA Specific s3.1 il Vol 3 | should not be used quantitatively. The data adequacy summary should be revised to | sampling location that has been removed! during.remediation. Because:it
\ ’ i ‘ state that the 2 subsurface soil sampling locations are no longer representative of is conservative to use the data, the data that are not representative of
‘ \ { current conditions and that the existing subsurface soil data are not adequate for current conditions will not be flagged as a data adequacy issue.
‘ i quantitative risk computations. [nilight of this data gap, other data and/or other
! i knowledge should'be used to argue why risk management conclusions may still be
| ﬁ ; possible. In the event that these arguments are considered persuasive by the
I Agencies, then theselines of evidence can be used
i to explain how the. subsurface soil risk
; characterization.can be achieved even.though data
are lacking. ' ‘
\ i $3.2. Page 2, Section 1.1, last paragraph — West Spray Field: Thisiparagraph Because the West Spray Field is outside of the WAEU and downwind and
| ‘ should-identify the contaminants (or analyte groups) potentially present in the West ‘hydraulically downgradient, the requested information would add little, i
| WAEU EPA Specific S3.2 1 Vol'3 Spray Field (IHSS 186) due to site activities. In addition, the text should summarize any, value to the WAEU risk assessment. No changes will be made to the !
- ! whichi the exposure pathways and receptors were evaluated as part of the “CDPHE text. 1
risk-based conservative screen” and NFA CD/ROD for IHSS 168. ‘
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statistically higher than the RFETS background concentrations.

EW i | Source ' | CommentType | - No. .~ 1 Comment Scopeé- ‘Comment RN - B3 PR ‘RESPONSE )
| §3.3. Attachment 1, Detection Limit Adequacy Evaluation: Detection limits (DLs) for | The text of Attachment 1 will be entirely revised. With respect to surface
- selenium in all 10 surface soil samples. were above the ESL, with reported DLs soil, the text now states that because only one-analyte (selenium) has
| between 2-3.times:higher than.the ESL. Currently, the text states that “there is some | reported results that exceed the minimum. ESL, and for this analyte, the

: . uncertainty with.the reported results for nondetected analytes in surface soil in the | reported resuits are the same order of magnitude as the minimum ESL,

: WAEU", but does not address how this williinfluence risk decisions. The text should | this represents only minimal uncertainty in the overall risk conclusions.

| ‘ be revised as follows: “The DLs achieved for selenium in surface soil were not | This achieves the same objective as the suggested change to the text

1 WAEU | EPA Specific S33 Vol 3 adequate to assess potential risks to terrestrial receptors. However, had DLs in ‘ without being “quantitative” about potentiall risks.if the DLs were lower.

| : these samples been lower, the resulting NOAEL-based HQs would likely be less than |

1 3. Therefore, it is concluded that risks from selenium in surface soil are likely to be

! \ ‘ low, andithe fact that selenium DLs were too high contributes only minimal

‘ ‘ ‘ uncertainty to the overall risk conclusions.” [

| | |

S3.4. Attachment 3, Page 8, Arsenic, Cofnparison to Background: The comparison | Comparison to Western States backgroundidata is only one line of ‘
of WAEU arsenic concentrations to the Western States background data set | evidence'in professional judgment, and other lines of evidence such as i
provided by Shacklette and' Boerngen (1984) illustrates why use of a wide-ranging: pattem recognition and process knowledge also support that arsenic is
| background data setis not preferred. The text states that arsenic concentrations.in naturally occurring. Therefore, no changes will be made to the text. i
I the WAEW, which range from 3.6 10 22'mg/kg, are within the range of the Western ‘ i
| States soils (1.22 to 97 mg/kg). However, maximum arsenic concentration in the ‘ i
; . Western States soil data set is from a soil sample collected in Arizona. if the ;
WAEU EPA Specific s34 | Vol 3 | comparison had been restricted'to soils from Colorado only; for which the maximum
. arsenic concentration is 16 mg/kg, the conclusion would:have been that arsenic j
| concentrations in the WAEU are outside of the range expected for Colorado. Please. | It
; : remove or revise the comparison to report the comparisonsibased on Colorado.
| | I

| i

i | |

i : |

S§3.5. Attachment 3, Page 11, Chromium, Process 'Knowledge: This paragraph Attachment 3, Section: 4.4.1, 1st sentance will be modified as follows: As

| il ! incorrectly makes reference to the SWEU rather than the WAEU. discussed in:Appendix A, Volume 2, Attachment 8 of the RI/FS Repon, ?
1 ‘ \ i ‘ process knowledge indicates the potential for chromium to'be an ECOPC !
i WAEU EPA Specific S35 | Vol 3 in the WAEU'is low due to a moderate inventory, and limited identification |
! ! as a constituent in wastes generated at RFETS and localized documented
; | ; ‘ historical source areas remote from WAEU.
| |
‘ ‘ [ . 83.6. Table 1.1: Because data adequacy is evaluated separately for each analysis The purpose of Table 1.1:is to give the reader a general understanding of

!, i Il . group, the row for “Organics” should be spilt into the following analysis groups: the number ofinorganic, organic and radienuclide samples in-each

; ; - | SVOCs, VOCs, PCBs, Pesticides, Herbicides, Dioxins. medium for a given EU. The subsequent summary statistic tablesin

i | WAEU | EPA Specific $3.6 Voi 3 Section 1 provide more detailed breakdown on the number samples and

I i the iresults. No changes will be made to Table 1.1.

| ‘
i 4.1. Executive Summary ~ it would'be helpful to include the following: Executive Summary, 3rd paragraph, the following text will be added: Only |
1 | (a) Mtisimportant to identify chemicals of potential concern (PCOCs) that were four analytes'in surface soil/surface sediment, arsenic, cesium-137, \
i ¥ | evaluated in:the professionalijudgment step for surface soil/surface sediment (i.e., manganese, and radium-228, ihad: concentrations in the RCEU that were
‘ 1 | arsenic, cesium-137, manganese, and radium-228). However, no PCOCs in statistically greater than:RFETS background. In addition, the following,
i subsurface soil/subsurface sediment were evaluated using professional judgment sentence was also added: However, these analytes were subsequently ‘
! | because they were not found to'be greater than background and PRGs eliminated as COCs in the professional judgment evaluation step of the |
‘RCEU CDPHE Specific 41 Vol 4 ! COC selection process ibecause the weight of evidence supports the i
| ‘ conclusion that concentrations of these analytes in the RCEU are not the |
result of RFETS activities, but rather are representative of naturally

; -occurring concentrations.

: 3 ; The following sentence will also be added! to the 3rd:paragraph: No
analytes in subsurface soil/subsurface sediment were statistically greater
than RFETS background.

| (b) Cancer risks-This section discusses cancer risks.pertaining to arsenic alone and | ‘Executive Summary, 3rd paragraph: Cancer risks for cesium-127 and

| provides no discussion regarding the potential cancer risks of SE-06 and 2E-05 from | radium-228 in the RCEU and background will be addedito this section.

|l cesium-137 and radium-228, respectively. Similarly, this section provides risk Text will be revised to clearly identify risks associated with arsenic in the
RCEU CDPHE Specific Vol 4 ! estimates only for the site-specific background concentrations for arsenic (i.e., ‘RCEU and background. Text states that these analytes (arsenic, cesium-
‘ ‘ | approximately 2E-06) but does not identify that these risks are from arsenic. 127, and radium-228) 'have concentrations that are statistically greater

| Additionally, it is important to discuss background risks from-cesium-137 and:radium- | than background.

228. ltis important to emphasize that RFETS concentrations for these ECOls were
|
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using:the underlying distributions of both data sets. For the same reason, itis
inaccurate to place emphasis on-a single MDC background value. Box plots-should
be used for detailed qualitative statements regarding:the comparisons between the
site and background data sets. In addition, it is not appropriate to make subjective
statement such as the RCEU data are.slightly elevated compared to background

| background data ranges simply provides the reader a sense for the
|| difference in.the magnitude of the site and background:concentrations. No
| changes will be made to the text.

“EU Source Comment Type.i| ... No. Comment Scope Comment ‘RESPONSE
|| (c} Noncancer risks — This section does not provide noncancer site-specific HQ of [ Executive Summary, 3rd paragraph, ihe following sentences will be
| ‘manganese and only discusses background HQ. | added: The estimated HQ for the WRW for manganese in samples
- | . collected from the RCEUis 0.2 versus 0.1 in RFETS background
RCEU CDPHE Specific i el - samples. The estimated HQ for the WRV for manganese in samples
| il collected from the RCEU is ‘0.1 versus .04 in. RFETS background
3 . | samples.
[ 4.2. Summary and Conclusions (section 11.0) — This section only provides a | Section 11.2:Human Health, 1st paragraph: The same text that will be
\ summary of the. COC selection process and does not provide conclusions regarding || added to the Executive. Summary summarizing the conclusions regarding.
| Rceu CDPHE Specific 42 ‘ Vol 4 the potential health risks as noted in the executive summary. | potential health risks. will be added to this section.
| |
\ ; |
| ‘
! | Ecological Risk Assessment | The text will be revised to include mora detail on the:.ECOPC identification
| ; | 4.3. Executive Summary - Please revise this section in accordance with the following | process.
i | | comments: I
RCEU CDPHE Specific j i Vol 4 (@) Itis important toiinclude:a list of ECOIs that were evaluated in the professional |
‘ | ‘ ; judgment evaluation. Also, itis necessary to indicate that PMJM receptor was b
‘ | 1 evaluated in the RCEU for the following ECOls: chromium, manganese, j
‘ i | | molybdenum, nickel, tin, and vanadium. il
‘ ‘ ; {b) The text states risks to ecological receptors are likely to be negligible in this EU | The ECOPC selection process is a screening level risk assessment.
| ‘ because no ECOPCs were identified. This statement cannot be supported by  Screening values are compared to maximum detected concentrations. In
RCEU CDPHE ‘ Specific - \ ‘ Vol 4 quantitative risk estimates because no-risk characterization was performed. ' the Executive Summary, a new paragraph will be added that summarizes
: } r Additionally, this statement is too broad to capture the impact of the various in more detail the ECOPC iidentification;process.. This same paragraph
i \ | screening steps in the selection of ECOPCs as well as the professional judgment will be added!in the Summary and Conclusions Section.
i 1 evaluation.
| I | 4.4.Uncertainty Analysis — Please note the following:comments: ‘ | Section 1.2 will be expanded to include more detail on data adequacy.
| i i {a) Section 10.1.1- Uncertainty Associated with Data Adequacy and Quality — This f Section 10.3.1 (formerly Section: 10.1.1) will provide a brief summary and
; ‘ section should discuss EU-specific sources of uncertainties associated with the I refer back to-Section. 1.2 for this detailed information.
i - | available data. Additionally, it is important to discuss the adequacy of detection limits |
Ay otz SHHLS | 4.4 il : for the risk characterization. For example, risks associated: with non-detected or !
| ] | infrequently detected ECOIS/ECOPCs with detection limits higher than the ESLs !
| cannot be assumed to be low or negligible. These chemicals should be addressed
‘ | as a source of uncertainty. ‘
i | (b) Section 10.1.3 — Uncertainty associated with elimination. of ECOls based on | As discussediin Section 10.3.3 (formerly Section 10.1.3), the professional
P professional judgment - it is inappropriate to-claim that the professionaljudgment | judgment evaluationis designed to eliminate chemicals whenllines of
RCEU CDPHE Specific i Vol 4 | evaluation has little effect in the overall risk calculation. The magnitude of impactis evidence support the conclusion of no site-related contaminationiin a
P i unknown. This is one of the reasaons why the overalli conclusions should not be i specific EU. Text will'lbe revised to state “unlikely to have a significant
‘ | classified as “likely to be negligible risks”. | effect.”
. I i
|1 | |
: {c) Section 10.2 - Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty — [t is not i Section 10.3.4 (formerly Section: 10.2) Summary of Significant Sources of i
appropriate to state that the CRA process was designed to be of a conservative i Uncertainty, the following text will'be added: While some of the sources of |
nature, which-should be taken into consideration when reviewing the conclusions of | uncertainty discussed tendito gither underestimate.risk or overestimate 1
RCEU CDPHE Specific Vol 4 the risk assessment. Please revise this statement to reflect the overall uncertain : risk,;many results in an unknown:effect on the potential risks. However,
| nature of risk evaluation process (i.e., under- and over-estimation to an unknown - the CRA Methodology outlines-a tiered process of risk evaluation that
i degree) and it is important for risk managers and'public to keep this in. mind when ! includes conservative assumptions for the ECOPC identification process
! interpreting the results of a risk assessment. ' and more realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for risk characterization.
4.5.Section: 11.0 - Summary and: Conclusions — The overali stated conclusions, “....a | Since ECOPCs were added!for the PMJM, the following text will be added!
; risk characterization was not.performed and potential risks to ecological receptors.in. | to Section: 11.3 (formerly Section 11.:0): Based on default calculations,
[ the WAEU are likely to be negligible” canrot be supported by the available evidence. | site-related risks are likely to be minimal to low for the ecological
‘ | - : It no risk characterization step is performed, it does not mean that risks-are likelyto | receptors evaluated in the RCEU.
RCEU EeFRE i SEschic & veler be “negligible.” Thereiis significant uncertainty associated with.the elimination of :
T centain ECOls before the risk characterization step. In summary, without a
quantitative risk characterization, the conclusion that risks are “likely to be negligible” |
‘ cannot be justified. I
i 4.6. Attachment 3: Section 4.0- Professicnal Judgment - Background Comparisons — | Attachment 3, Section 4.0: The qualitative comparison to RFETS and! il
Il i Please note the following comments:(a} Comparison of RFETS data to background | regional background data is one line of evidence in professional judgment. ‘
i | data — Itiis not appropriate to use concentration ranges based on minimum and Itis agreed that a discussion of box plots of site and background data sets |
; ; ‘maximum values to discuss comparison of site-specific and background data sets. provides additional detail. However, they are not emphasized in orderto !
RCEU CDPHE | | Specific 46 Vol 4 This type of discussion defeats the purpose of conducting statistical comparisons not give extra weight to this line of evidence. A comparison of site and
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‘No.

Comment Scope

AR Eu : SoUrcé 4 }f : cdmmé'tjt Type ‘ £ Comment - , : - RESPONSE
j — — — ‘ ‘ when the RFETS concentrations are statistically lhigher than the RFETS 1béckgroundw
| { data set.
| |
| |
i i
| ; 1 1
i | (b) Comparison of RFETS background data to Western States soils - Too much | Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: Background
| i l . weight is given to the comparison of site data with the Western State background concentrations.from Colorado and the bordering states are only one line
| | data. These comparisons cannot be given:much weight in the weight-of evidence of evidence in the professional judgment evaluation. The comparison to
' RCEU CDPHE Specifiz 4.6 | Vol 4 i evaluation because of the following reasons: (i) these comparisons are not these regional background concentrations is not given any special
! : performed in a statistical manner; and (i) in accordance with the USEPA guidelines significance relative to otherilines of evidence. However, footnote 3in:
‘ \ | for background comparisons, site-specific background represents the most important | Attachment 3 will be modified to-note that the concentrations are simply
[ ‘ ‘
: i _-data set to-reflect the site-specific contamination. regional benchmarks for naturally-occurring metals.
i j | (¢} Comparison of site background data to ESLs - It is not appropriate to use a Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: Background risk is
! | comparison. of ESLs to the RFETS background:to demonstrate the conservative discussed in both the uncertainty analysis and the risk characterization.
3 ‘ nature of ESLs. However, it is important to characterize background risks by Information relating to background risk is only presented:in the
. RCEU CDPHE Specific 46 j Vol 4 discussing the magnitude and frequency of exceedance of HQ = 1.0. For professional judgment discussion to indicate that the ESL is'not useful to
w ) | perspective, these background risks should be compared with RFETS- specific risks || predict risks-above background concentrations. Background risk was not
1 i ‘ | in tems of the magnitude and frequency of exceedance. This information should be | included!in the rationale for elimination: of any ECOI from further
| discussed in the risk characterization consideration as an ECOPC in the professional judgment discussion. No
i : changes will be made based on this comment.
i il {d) Comparison of PMJM data to the Western State Soils ~ Use of the Westem Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: Discussions regarding
i { State data for the PMJM is not appropriate because the PMJM occurs only along the | regional background data in the PMJM portions of the professional
RCEU CDPHE | Specific 46 | Vol 4 | ‘ Front Range of Colorado. judgment discussions will be removed.
|
| 4.7. Attachment 3, Section 4.0 — Professional Judgment — ECOls Evaluated in the Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: Per an agency meeting:
: | Professional Judgment — Please note the following comments: on 4/12/06, it was agreed that manganese and tin would ibe considered
I RCEU  CDPHE Specific 47 Vol 4 | (a) Based on the professional judgment evaluation, several chemicals shouldibe ECOPCs for the PMJM. It was also agreed'at the meetingthat no
[ RECH ) = | carried forward into the risk characterization step (e.g., barium, chromium, nickel, ECOPCs wouid be added for non-PMJM receptors.
j? | manganese, molybdenum, tin, and zinc).
| . {b) Log-probability plots are given too much weight and the limited power of this The log-probability plots are only one line of evidence and are not given
i | approach to detect the occurrence of two populations is not taken into consideration. | any.additional weight relative to other lines of evidence. Text related to
" | | Please note that the statistical comparison to the RFETS background provides the probability plots will ibe reviewed and revised if appropriate for accuracy.
| HEES SREHE SRScte Wl el ‘ highest weight-of-evidence
Ifi 1
| |
‘ i (c) Elimination of two phthalates as common: laboratory contaminants should ibe Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: The two phthalates
| better justified. were not eliminated'based on being common laboratory contaminants.
RCEU CDPHE Specific 47 Vol 4 [ No changes will be made to the text.
I
| SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR VOLUME 4, ROCK CREEK EU Section 1.1, the following text will:be added: There are I[HSSs and PACs
‘ I S4.1. Page 2, Section 1.1, last paragraph: While there are no IHSSs in' RCEU, there | in the adjacentiinter-Drainage Exposure Unit (IDEU); however, because
RCEU EPA Specif: S4.1 Vol 4 | @re IHSSs present in the IDEW located near the RCEU boundary. This paragraph the RCEU is hydraulically isolated from the IDEU: and generally upwind,
\ RECEC : 2 ; ‘ should include a discussion of these adjacent IHSSs and the potential for any contaminant transport to-the RCEU from the IDEU is unlikely.
transport of contaminants from these IHSSs into the RCEU.
; b .
i Il
i 84.2. Page 15, Section 7.0, 1st.paragraph: This sentence should be moved to the Section 7.0, the requested change will be made.
| end of the second paragraph: (on page 14), after the sentence that describes the
| . TR
. RCEU EPA Specifc S4.2 Vol 4 | exposure pathways for wildlife.
i |
‘ |
1 |
3 ‘ | $4.3. Page 18, Section 7.3, 1st sentence: This sentence is not clear as written and Section 7.3, the requested change will be made.
i should be revisedias follows: “Subsurface soit sampling locations with a starting
| . »
“ ey = Specifc 543 — ' depth of 0.5 to 8 feet bgs...”.
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EU Source | cOmmentType | N | commentscope , Comment o v RESPONSE
' ‘ - S4.4. Page 21, Section 10:1, General Uncertainty Analysis: This seétion‘does not Sectioﬁ 10.3 (forrneriy Section 10.1)vGenerall Uncertainty Analysis: This .
provide the introduction for the uncertainties section. Instead, the last three section will be completely revised and will refiect the concerns expressed
- ‘ -sentences of the preceding section replaced the expecteditext. This section should in this comment.
RCEU EPA Specific B veld be revised accordingly (see Section 10.1 of the WAEU report for an example of the
expected text).
84.5. Attachment 1, Detection Limit Adequacy: The text and tables presented in this | Attachment 1, Detection Limit Adequécy, will be-completely revised and;
attachment are specific to the Upper WomaniDrainage EU (Volume 10). This will be specific to RCEU.
RCEU EPA Specific s45 Vol 4 attachment should be replaced with.an evaluation specific to the RCEU.
| 54.6. Attachment 3, Log-Probability Plots for Highly Censored Datasets: As noted in | Attachment 3, Section 4.0, Pattern Recognition for each analyte: The
i the general comments above, the use of a log-probability plot is of limited use for a probability plots will be revisedi using all data and the discussion of the log
data set that is highly censored. Currently, the method used to fit a probability plotto | probability plots wilt be revised accorcingly.
a censored data set is incorrect for molybdenum and tin.. For these two metals, the
RCEU ‘ EPA Specific S4.6 Vol 4 ‘probability plots are based on detects only (i.e., non-detects are not used in
‘ computing the z-score). This approach is not appropriate because the z-scores must
} ‘be.based on the entire data set. These probability plots should be revised to present
i z-scores calculated using all data and any log probability plot discussions should be
revised accordingly. :
| S4.7. Attachment 3, Page 26, Manganese, Background Comparison, Non-PMJM: Attachment 3, Section 4.10-Manganese, Subsection 4.10.4 Comparison to
| The text states that 2 of 51 detections were greater than the background MDC. RFETS Background and'Other Background Data Sets, Surface Soil (Non-
RCEU EPA Specific S47 Vol 4 ‘However, According to Table A3.2.4, there were only 36 samples (not'51) which PMJM), 1st paragraph, the following sentence will be added: The range of
pec . were analyzed'for manganese. This paragraph shouid be reviewed for accuracy and - | concentrations of manganese in the RCEU and'backgroundisamples
corrected. overlap considerably with only three of the 36 RCEU concentrations
greater than the background MDC. .
-84.8. Attachment 3, Page 26, Manganese, Background Comparison, PMJM: The Attachment 3, Section 4.10/Manganese, Subsection 4.10.4 Comparison to
text-states that 2 of 51 detections were greater than the background MDC. However, | RFETS Background and'Other Background Data Sets, Surface Soil
RCEU EPA Specific S48 Vol 4 According to Table A3.2.6, there were only 19 samples (not 51) which were analyzed | (PMJM), 1st paragraph, the following sentence willbe added: The range
pech ' for manganese. This paragraph should be reviewed for accuracy and corrected. of concentrations of - manganese in the RCEU and background samples
overlap considerably with only two of the 19.RCEU concentrations greater
than the background MDC.
| S4.9. Attachment 3, Molybdenum: andi Tin, Background Comparison: These sections | Attachment 3, Section 4.11 Molybdenum and Section 4.14 Tin: the text
‘ should reiterate that concentrations of these metals were all non-detect inthe RFETS | will be revised as requested.
i . ibackground data set; therefore, a statistical comparison to RFETS background was
‘ RCEU EPA Specific S4.9 Vol 4 not performed.
S4.10. Attachment 3, Table A3.2.4: This table includes two separate rows for Attachment 3, Table A3.2.4: After th= first listing for manganese, which is
manganese with different:summary statistics. Verify which row presents the correct correct, the listed analyte names. for the metals are wrong. They should
RCEU EPA Specific S4.10 Vol 4 statistics and remove the incorrect.row. :)aeblrg?’:gﬁl?; (r:)t::ﬁee;um, nickel, selenium, vanadium, tin, and zinc. The
‘ | Specific Comments Identified Previously (June 2005) that Have Not Been: Addressed | A description of surface soil samples in PMJM will be added to the last
| S4.11. Section 7.1: Include a bullet that provides. a summary by analysis group of. paragraph of Section 7.1.
| RcEu EPA Specific S4.11 Vol 4 'surface soil samples in PMJM habitat.
S4.12. Section 7.3.5, 1st sentence: The statement that RCEU surface soil data sets Section 7.3.5, the requested change will be made to the text.
“have slightly elevated concentrations compared to the background:data set...” is
. ‘subjective-and should be revised to “have:-concentrations that are statistically higher
RCEU EPA Specific S4.12 Vol 4 \ than background...”.
I
;
S$4.13. Table 1.1: Because data adequacy is evaluated separately for each analysis { The purpose of Table 1.1 is to give the reader a general understanding of
group, the row for “Organics” should be spilt into the following analysis-groups: the number of inorganic, orgamic and radionuclide samples in each
RCEU EPA Specific S4.13 Vol 4 SVOCs, VOCs, PCBs, Pesticides, Herbicides, Dioxins. medium for a-given EU. A more detailed breakdown on the organics is

provided in subsequent Section 1 tables showing summary statistics. No
change will be made to Table 1.1.
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EU - Source | CommentType'| ' No:: |  ~CommentScope Comment - :  RESPONSE
i — T S4.14. Table 7.16: Thé 2nd column headef éhould ‘bé changed from “Exceed Any . Tablé 7.i6,’ the fequesfed change wili be made to the table.
I | NOAEL ESL?" to “Exceeds Prairie Dog MOAEL ESL?” :
RCEU |  EPA Specific | S4.14 Vol 4
‘ : : S$4.15. Attachment 3, Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and Di-n-butyiphthalate: EPA Attachment 3: The two phthalates were not eliminated based on:being
; i guidance states that results for common laboratory contaminants shouldibe common laboratory contaminants. No change will be made to the text.
| . g . q o
Il | - considered as positive results only if concentrations are above 10 times the
RCEU | S Specific 84.15 el maximum detected concentration levels iin any blank. The Professional Judgment
i | should be revised to discuss whether concentration levels of these two-phthalates
i ) were higher than: 10 times the values in the site and lab blanks. :
! | 5.1, Executive summary - Please modify this section asper the above comment # Risk estimates will be added for the WRW and WRYV for the IDEU (from
i ; ‘ 3.1. the professional judgment evaluation). In addition, text will be added to
IDEU ‘ CDPHE 1\ Specific 5.1 Vol 5 clarify that potential risks are from exposure to-arsenic.
| | |
| 5.2. Executive Summary - Please note the following comments: | Executive Summary, 4th paragraph includes the following text:
} ‘ (a) Itis not appropriate to state that the ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in. | 'ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in the risk characterization using
i I the risk characterization using a range of EPCs, exposure scenarios, and toxicity | default exposure.and risk assumptions as defined in the Comprehensive
IDEY | CDPHE | Specific 5.2 Vol 5 reference values to give a range of risk estimates. This statement should be revised ‘ iRisk Assessment (CRA) Methodology (DOE 2005). In addition, a
: Ih to clarify the use of default assumptions and altemate assumptions for the | refinement of the exposure andirisk models based on chemical-specific
! i uncertainty analysis. | uncertainties associatedi with the initial default exposure models were
‘ i completed and provide a refined estimate of potential risk.
| | (b) Itis not appropriate to conclude that overall risks were classified as” low” for all Per the consultative process, the RFCA Parties agree to use the following
: i non-PMJM ECOPC/receptor pairs. This statement should be revised to indicate “low || textin the Executive Summary and in. Section 11.3: Based on default
IDEU CDPHE ! Specifi 5.2 Vol 5 to potentially significant risks” based on different receptors and ECOPCs as per calculations, site-related'risks are llikely to be low to.moderate for the:
i ; RECIIC - Table 10.1 oninterpretation:of HQs. For details, please see comments noted below. || ecological receptors evaluated in the IDEU.
f 5.3. Section 10.1.1. Risk characterization — Antimony — It is important to include the Section 10.1.1 Antimony, iRisk Description: The magnitude of the NOAEL
‘ magnitude of NOAEL HQ in this discussion. Additionally, the information regarding ‘HQs are clearly presented:in Table 10.1 that accompanies Section 10.
i the selection of antimony as a COC for the HHRA is not relevant here. The text provides a summary of the more detailed information found in
1 ‘ this table and therefore, does not include specific values for all
B | - calculations included in the risk characterization. No changes will be
IDEU ‘ ; CDPHE | Specific 5.3 Vol § made to the text.
‘ 1
| | Section 10.1.1 Antimony, Risk Description, the following sentence will be |
i ‘ deleted: At the largest IHSS, the West Spray Field, antimony was not
li | identified as a COC for human receptors.
i 5.4. Section 10.1.2. Risk characterization — Lead- Small Home Range Receptors — No response necessary.
1 3 Please note the following comments on this section: ‘

IDEU ‘ CDPHE ; Specific 5.4 Vol 5
i Iy
! i I (a) 'Please eliminate the statement that‘léad‘was not selected as a COC for human | Section 10.1.2 Lead, Lead Risk Description, the following sentence will' be- |
I } receptors. This is not relevant. deleted: At the largest IHSS, the West Spray Field, lead was not identified |
A ;

IDEU | CDPHE | Specific 5.4 Vol 5 | as a COC for human receptors. |
i | |
| | ‘ ‘
1 1 : (b) ltis important to include the magnitude of NOAEL HQ'in the risk description. . Section 10.1.2 Risk Description Lead, The magnitude of the NOAEL HQs
\ 1 1 are clearly presented in Table 10.1 that accompanies Section 10. The
| ! i . text provides a summary of the more detailed information found in this

lo1= | CDPHE gp=elis ; 5.4 Vol 5 table and therefore, does not:include specific values for all calculations
i ‘ , included in the risk characterization. ‘No changes will be made to the text. |
| | \
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Response to Comments for the CRA — Volumes 3-15

EU | Source | CommentType | -No. | . CommentScope , - 'Comment - | | : "RESPONSE ~ =~
' i ‘ {c) !t appears that only 2 percent of default LOAEL HQs greater ihan 5 for ‘Section i0.1 2 ‘Léad‘, Noh-PM‘JM Réceptors - Small Home Range: Using
i mouming dove (insectivore) are classified as. “potentially significant risk”, whereas, the default exposure and TRV models indicates potentially significant risk
i 92 percent of default LOAEL HQs > 1 for mouming dove (insectivore) are not to the mourning dove fromlead. That information is presented and
| classified as “potentially significant risk™. Please revise these conclusions on the discussed in the risk characterization. However, the Tier 2 UTL is lower
‘ e ‘ ! | classification of risk categories in accordance with Table 10.1 on the interpretation of | than the site-specific background UTL. Per the CRA Methodology, the
Bi=Y CtFl= Specific 9 t el | HQs. i exposure point concentration to be utilized for the small home range
j | receptor is the UTL. it is this EPC that is used for conclusions. The text
correctly indicates that site-related risk is low since it is lower than
background risk and background concentrations do not appear tobe
! elevated. The text will be re-worded for clarity.
| @ is not appropriate to conclude that risks may be over predicted-using the Section 10.1.2 Lead, Text that states risks may ibe overpredicted based
1 default HQs based on a comparison to background risks. it is important to note that on comparison to background will be deleted. Text will be added to note
IDEU 1 CDPHE i Specific 54 w ‘ Vol5 fscl)tre-l-:gjcmc concentrations are statistically higher than background concentrations that IDEU concentrations of lead are statistically greater than background.
| |
| !
‘ il 5.5. Section 10.3- Uncertainty Analysis — Please revise the uncertainty discussion in Section 1.2 Data Adequacy Assessment, will be expanded to include
\ ; accordance with the above noted comments # 3.5 and 4.4 on other EUs. more detailed information on: data adaquacy. ‘Section 10.3.1 Uncertainties
\ } Associated with Data.Adequacy and. Quality, will provide a'brief summary
; and refer back to Section 1.2 for detailed information.
} Section 10.3.3. Uncertainties Associated with Eliminating of Ecological
! : Contaminants of Interest Based on Professional Judgment: The
| i professional judgment evaluation is designed to eliminate chemicals when
| ! lines of evidence support the conclusion of no site-related contamination
N | o in a specific EU.. Text will be revised to say "unlikely to result:in risk
[ei=) ERELE 1 elezsits S vele concems for ecological receptors and are well withiniregional background
! levels.” ‘
! ;
Section. 10.4 Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty, the following
text will be added: While some of the general sources of uncertainty 1
discussed tendlto either underestimate risk or overestimate risk, many !
result in an unknown effect on the pctential risks. However, the CRA
: Methodology outlines a tiered process of risk evaluation that includes ‘
| i conservative assumptions for the ECOPC identification process and more
‘ ! realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for risk characterization. :
\ ! 5.6. Section 11.2- Summary and Conclusions — The overall conclusions.are too iNote: Section 11.2 became Section 11.3. Section 11.3 Summary and!
? broad to capture the full extent of potential risks based on default HQs and! Conclusions for:Ecological Risk: This section willibe revised to provide
: uncertainty analysis HQs. Please revise this section to-conclude low to potentially more detail on the results of the risk characterization. In particular,
‘ - ‘ significant risks in accordance with the above comment # 5.4. ECOPC/receptor pairs that had LOAEL HQs greater than 1 using the
[BEL SR SfpSeiie 56 Vol § default assumptions are discussed in more detall in the revised
' conclusions.lt is also concluded: Based on default calcuiations, site-
related risks are likely to be low to moderate for the ecological receptors
‘ evaluated in the IDEU.
! Attachment 3: Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professioriall Judgment: The qualitative
; 5.7. Section 4.0- Professional Judgrnent - Background Comparisons - Please comparison to RFETS and regional background data is one line of i
f revise background comparison discussions in accordance withithe above comment # | evidence in: professionalijudgment. It is agreed that a discussion of box ‘
4.5, iplots of site and background data sets provides additional detail. ;
IDEV CDPHE Specific 57 Vol 5 However, they are not emphasized in order to not give extra weight to this |
{ine of evidence. A comparison of site and background data ranges
simply provides the.reader a sense for the difference in-the magnitude of
the site and background concentrations. No changes will be made tothe
text. 1
5.8. Section 4.0- Professional Judgment evaluation — Evaluation: of ECOls — Please No response necessary. i
note the following comments:
IDEU CDPHE Specific 5.8 i Vol 5
: |
|
i (a) Based on the professional’judgment evaluation using spatial trends, process Attachment 3, Section 4.0: No additiopnal ECOPCs will be added to the
! knowledge, statistical background comparisons, andileg-probability plots, several 1DEV per the agency meeting-on 4/12/086.
1 ‘ . i chemicals should be carried forward into the risk characterization step (e.g., arsenic,
IDEV CDPHE Specific 5.8 \ Vol 5 tin, aluminum, chromium).
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EU Source | CommentType |~ No. | CommientScope _ Comment v 1 i W RESPONSE oo :
: (b) Log-probability plots are given too muéh waeight and the limited' pdwer of this ‘ The‘ log-pfdbébility;pldfé are 'c'mly one Iihé of evidence and are not giVen
; approach to detect the occurrence of two populations is not taken into consideration. [ any additional weight relative to other lines of evidence. Text related to
i - Please note that the statistical comparison to the RFETS background provides the: | probability plots will be reviewed and rovisediif appropriate for accuracy.
IDEU CDPHE ! Specific 58 el highest weight-of-evidence.
\
SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR VOLUME 5, INTER-DRAINAGE EU I Section 1.1.4, PMJMIHabitat within Inter-Drainage Exposure 'Unit, 1st
| S5.1. Page 4, Section 1.1.4, PMJM Habitat, 1st paragraph: This paragraph asserts [ paragraph, the following sentence will be deleted: No PMJM have ever
IDEU EPA | Specifi S5.1 Vol 5 that “no PMJM have ever been captured in the IDEU”. However, Section 10.2 (page | been captured in the IDEU.
i ReCliC d o | 29, 2nd full paragraph) states that small mammal trapping has not occurred inthe |
i | IDEU. If PMJM trapping has not-occurred within the IDEU, this statementis Il
| :misleading and should ‘be removed. ;
S5.2. Page 5, Data Adequacy for Organics in Surface Soil: According to Section | CRA Volume 2 and Section 1.2 of the :DEU will be revised to note that
1.1.5, there are only 3 surface soil samples.in the IDEU that have been analyzed for | naphthalene is the only PAH analyzec in IDEU surface soil'samples andiit
organics. According to CRA Volume 2, “with the exception of the roadway spray | wasnot detected. It will also be revis=d to note that for UWOEU and
areas, [IDEU] IHSSs are not expected 1o be sources of organic contamination”. Qils | LWOEU, all PAHs were analyzed in surface soil'samples coliected near
used to spray roadways may have been: contaminated with polynuclear aromatic the road, and PAHs were not detected.
i hydrocarbons (PAHs). However, CRA Volume 2 concludes that the existing data set
- : is adequate for use in characterizing ecological risks because “2 of the. 3 samples for
o=y B Specific e wele ,-SVOC-analysis are near the road, and PAHs were not detected”. However, review of ;
i Attachment 1 in.the IDEU volume (which provides a detection limit adequacy ‘
, evaluation of non-detects) shows that most PAHs (e.g., benzo(a)pyrene, fluorene, i
; chrysene, etc.) were not analyzed in surface soil. Therefore, this line of evidence
|| cannot be used to support the conclusion that the existing data set is adequate.
| CRA Volume 2 and Section 1.2 of the IDEU volume should be revised to address this
| data gap and discuss how this may influence potential ecological risks. :
| $5.3. Page 5, PMJM Surface Soil Samples and Locations: The number of surface Section 1.1.5:Data iDescription: The number of sample locations inithe
. soil samples in PMJM habitat presentediin Table 1.2, Table 1.6 andiFigure 1.5.are || text will'be revised to match Figure 1.5. In addition, a footnote will be |
! inconsistent. Table 1.2 shows only one sample (analyzed for radionuclides) in PMJM | addedito Table 1.2 i
I habitat. Table 1.6 shows up to 7 samples for metals and up to 4 samples for ‘ ;
radionuclides in PMJM habitat. Figure 1.5 shows a total of 8 sampling locations in 1
IDEU EPA Specific S$5.3 Vol 5 ‘ PMJM habitat. In addition, these EU tables and figures are also inconsistent with the |
| data description presented in CRA Volume 2, which identifies a total of 4 samples for
1| habitat patch #9 and a total of 3 samples for habitat patch #31. The text, tables, and l
] figuresiin:the IDEU volume and. CRA Volume 2 should'be:revised to present
| consistent information on the number and types of samples in IDEU PMJM habitat
| areas.
[ S5.4.Page25, Section 10.1.1, Antimony, Risk Description, last sentence: The fact Section 10.1.1 Antimony, Risk Description, the following sentence will be
i ‘ that antimony was not identified as a COC for human receptors at the West Spray | deleted: At the largest IHSS, the West Spray Field, lead was not identified
- ' Field has no relevance to potential ecological risks. This sentence should be as'a COC for human receptors.
[{
IDEU EPA Specific S5.4 Vol 5 ' removed.
I
|
; I S5.5. Page 26, Section 10.1.2, Lead, Risk Description, last sentence: The factthat | Section 10.1.2 Lead, Risk Description, the following sentence willibe
‘ ‘ ; ‘ lead' was notiidentified as a COC for human receptors at the West Spray Field has " deleted: At the largest IHSS, the West Spray Field, lead was not identified
IDEU EPA Specific 855 Vol 5 } | no relevance to potential ecological risks. This sentence should be removed. | as-a COC for human receptors.
I
| $5.6. Page 31, Section 11.2: This section does not summarize the results of the | Note Section 11.2 is now Section 11.3
| PMJM ECOPC selection process. The 4th sentence should be revised as follows: . Section 11.3/Ecological Risk will be re-written to summarize the.PMJM
e || “No ECOPCs were identified for PMJM receptors for surface soil or for burrowing | ECOPC selection: process.
D 553 Specific | sk Vel | mammats from subsurface soil.” ‘
| |
‘ | §5.7. Table 1.6: This table should be revised to include the missing column for Table 1.6 willibe revised to include a column for Analyte Name.
| | Analyte Name.
IDEU EPA Specific S5.7 Vol 5 ;
| !
| |
| 1
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" EU Source - | -‘Comment Type “Ne.. ", |- Comment Scope Comment . RESPONSE '
S5.8. Table 10.1: The following footnote should be added to this table: “Shaded || Table 10:1, the following notes will be-added: Shaded celis designate HQs
cells designate HQs which were calculated using default BAFs and default TRVs as || which were calculated using defauit BAFs and default TRVs and provided
L provided in the CRA Methodology.” | in the CRA Methodology (DOE 2005).Alll HQ calculations are provided in
IDEU EPA Specific Ss.8 Vol 5 | Attachment 4.Discussion of this chemical-specific uncertainties are
i provided in Attachment 5.
|
$5.9. Attachment 3, Pages 12 and 18, Boron andiTin, Background Comparison: | Attachment 3, Section 4.4 Boron and Section 4.8.Tin, the following
These sections should:reiterate that concentrations of these metals were eithernot /| sentences will be added to each section, respectively: For boron in;
| analyzed or were all non-detect in the RFETS background data set; therefore, a | surface soil, a statistical comparison between IDEU and.RFETS
- | statistical comparison to RFETS background was not performed. | background data could notbe performed because RFETS background
= = i D R | surface soil samples were not analyzed for boron. For tin in surface soil, a
statistical comparison between IDEU and RFETS background data could
| | not be performed because tin was not detected in RFETS background
‘ | surface soil samples.
\ | .85.10. Attachment 3, Page 8, Aluminum, Pattern Recognition: This section suggests | Attachment 3, Section 4.1.3 Pattem Recognition, the following text will be
| | that the 3 “anomalously high concentration samples™ are due to:soil samples with a added: Because the spatial trend analysis indicates that aluminum
| i | higher clay content. However, no evidence is presented to support this claim. An. | concentrations.in. IDEU surface soil reflect variations in naturally occurring:
| IDEU EPA Specific $5.10 Vol 5 alternative interpretation is that these 3 samples-are indicative of site-related: aluminum, and the IDEU concentrations are similar to-RFETS background
: e . | contamination in the IDEU (since aluminum was present in waste at RFETS). This levels and are well within regional'background levels. (see Section 4.1.4),
. section should be revised to present a more balanced discussion of the possibie ' the three samples may simply have a higher clay content than those
. reasons for the observed data pattern- and the interpretation of the meaning of theilog | representing the background population (Figure A3.4.1).
-probability plot for aluminum. i
--85.11. Attachment 3, Page 11, Arsenic, Pattern Recognition, Non-PMJM: The text | Attachment 3, Section 4.3.3 Pattem Recognition, Surface Soil (Non-
‘ . cites a table that identifies the four anomalously high samples from the log probability | PMJM): The text willlbe revised to simply state that the probability plot
o : . plot. However, no table is shown. This section should be revised to include a list of does not suggest a single background population.
IDEV EPA ‘ Specific S5.11 Vol 5 these four samples along: with their reported arsenic concentrations. 'Note: When ¢
| . identifying these sample locations, ensure that the sample identifiers match those
@ . presented in Figure 1.6 in the main:text.
i - 85.12. Attachment 3, Page 11, Arsenic, Risk Potential, Non-PMJM: The text states Attachment 3, Section 4.3.6 Risk Potential for Plants and Wildlife, Surtace
: - that “ESLs for deer mouse herbivore and prairie dog are less than the MDC for Soil (Non-PMJM), the following text will be rewritten as follows: However,
| background” and concludes that “these ESLs may be overly conservative”. ' the UTL and the MDC (17 mg/kg) are lless than the Eco-SSL for plants (18
: i i However, as discussed in the General Comments above, the best way to compare mg/kg), birds (43 mg/kg) and'mammals (46 mg/kg) (EPA 2005a). In
| | - annESL with ‘background is to describe the fraction of all background samples. that addition, arsenic concentrations in/IDEU surface soil have a similar range
| ‘ : i .are above the ESL, rather than focusing on.the MDC. In this case, the prairie dog as the background concentrations and «re most llikely due to local
IDEU | EPA Specific §5.12 Vo! 5 . ESL (9.35mg/kg)iis higher than 19 of 20 (95%) background samples, and so is near | variations in:natural sources.
i . the high end of the background range.  In addition, as indicated in the General
[ 1 Comments, just because an ESL falls within the background range does not The following sentence will be deleted from this paragraph: Because risks
‘ | necessarily impugn.the ESL. Finally, whether or:not the- ESLs for the deer mouse are not typically expected at background concentrations, these ESLs may
‘ ;.and prairie dog are or are not overly conservative, the same evaluation is needed for | be overly conservative, and arsenic is unlikely to resultin risk concems for
‘ ‘ plants, where the ESL (10 mg/kg) is not within the background range. wildlife populations in: excess of those likely to be found: in background
areas.
| I 85.13. Attachment 3, Page 12, Arsenic, Conclusion: Based on the lines of evidence | No additional ECOPCs will be added to the IDEU per the agency meeting
. presented for arsenic, it is not agreed that arsenic is not an ECOPC for the IDEU. on 4/12/086.
1 i The process knowledge indicates that arsenic may be a contaminant.of potential |
‘ ‘ i concemn in the NNEU adjacent to the IDEU, the spatial trend evaluation shows that |
o ‘ ‘ . arsenic concentrations generally tend to be highest in site-impacted areas relativeto |
oI Ehe Specific SR el | remote areas, the log ‘prgobabilit;/ plot shows several values outside of the expected’ i
i population, EU soils are statistically higher than background; and a comparison of |
; ESLs to RFETS background does not indicate that ESLs are overly conservative. \
l The text should be revised to retain arsenic as.an ECOPC for the IDEU and present
: a more balanced summary of the weight of evidence.
S85.14. Attachment 3, Page 14, Chromium, Pattern:Recognition: This section ~ Attachment 3, Section 4.5.3. Chromium Pattern Recognition, the following:
suggests that the secondipopulation of higher chromium concentrations is due to soil. | text will be added: The probability piot for chromium: indicates two
samples with a higher clay content. iHowever, no evidence is presented to support populations: an apparent background population ranging from 9.3 to 12.7
IDEU EPA Specific S5.14 Vol 5 | this claim. An example of an alternative interpretation couldibe that this second mg/kg, and a second population ranging from 13.1 to 26 mg/kg. However,
. population is: indicative of site-related: contamination:in the IDEU (since chromium the IDEU concentration range:is similar to'RFETS background levels.
| was present in waste at RFETS). This section:should be revised to present a more
balanced discussion of the possible reasons for the observed data pattern and'the
|_interpretation of the meaning of. the log probability plot for chromium.
1 85.15. Attachment 3, Page 18, Tin, Conclusion: Based on the lines of evidence ' No additional ECOPCs will be added to the IDEU per the-agency meeting
1 presented for tin, it is not agreed that tin concentrations are “representative of on 4/12/06.
" . | maturally occurring conditions”. The process knowledge indicates that tin may be a
IDEU EPA Specific 85.15 e 1 contaminant oflpc?tential concern at the RFETS site, the spatial trendl evaluation:
Il shows that tin.concentrations are highest in site-impacted areas relative-to remote
| areas, the log probability plot is inconclusive, EU soils are statistically higher than
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EU Source -, | .Comment Type No. : ‘ Comment Scope Comment : RESPONSE -
i | background, and the ESLs for tin do not appear to be overly conservative based on:a
! Il comparison to background. The statement that tin concentrations iin the IDEU are
i naturally occurring should be removed, and the text should be revised to retain tin as
i | an ECOPC for the IDEU and to present.a more balanced summary of the weight of
[ | evidence.
| i .
| |
i | 85.16. Attachment 5, Page 3, Lead, Background Risks: The text concludes that the Attachment 5, Section 1.2 will ‘be rewritten to address background risk
‘ ] || “background risk assessment results indicate potentially significant risks in assessment results.
\ | uncontaminated soils...[which]may be indicative of exposure models-and/or TRVs
IDEU EPA Specific S$5.16 ‘ Vol 5 i| that may be overty conservative”. However, “background” is not necessarily the
il | same as “uncontaminated”. Therefore, this sentence should be revised as follows:
1 \ | “background risk assessment results also indicate potentially significant risks in
] | background soils...".
i | Specific Comments Identified Previously (June 6, 2005) that Have Not Been Chemicals of potential: concern based on previous investigations are
i | AddressedS5.17. Table 1.1: This table shouldbe revised to include a-column that identified in the FY2005 Final Historical Release Report, Appendix B to
IDEU EPA Specific I S547 | ! Vol 5 | identifies the chemicals of potential concern identified for each IHSS. the RI/FS report. No changes will be made to the table.
i |
| I
| Il I 6.1. Executive Summary — Results of risk characterization are inconsistent with the The HQ for vanadium in the Draft CRA is different than the pre-draft HQ
[ | pre-draft report. For example, in the pre-draft NNEU report, the HHRA risk because additional removal of soil in the NNEU was conducted after the
| NNEU CDPHE Specific 1 6.1 | Vol 6 || characterization results estimated HQ of 0.7 (vs. 0.1 in:the draft report) for the WRW | pre-draft CRA was prepared. The HG in the Draft CRA represents post-
3 - : ) j ‘ based on the Tier-1 EPC. accelerated action conditions. No changes will be made to the text.
| | |
1 | 6.2. Section 5:2.1 — Risk Characterization Results — As noted in the above comment | The results of risk characterization for the WRW and WRV in the Draft
‘ | #6.1, results of risk characterization for the WRW .and WRYV are inconsistent with the | CRA are different than the pre-draft results ibecause additional removal: of
NNEU CDPHE Specific i 6.2 i Vol 6 | pre-draft report. These differences are due to the Tier | and Tier Il EPC values. ‘For soil in the NNEU was conducted after the pre-draft CRA was prepared.
} : 1 || example, the Tieri and Tier || EPCs.in the draft report are 165 mg/kg (vs. 735 mg/kg | The results of risk characterization for the WRW and WRV in the Draft
‘ Y ! in the pre-draft report) and 44.8 mg/kg (vs. 79.2 mg/kg in the pre-draft), respectively. ‘ CRA represents post-accelerated action-.conditions.. No changes will be
| Please provide reasons for this difference. | made to the text.
| | Ecological Risk Assessment: ' Executive: Summary, Sthi paragraph inciudes the following text:
| 1 6.3. Executive Summary — Please note the following comments: (a) iItis not ‘ ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated:in the risk characterization using
i | appropriate to state that.the ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in the risk . default exposure and'risk assumptions as defined in the Comprehensive
NNEU CDPHE Specific 6.3 Vol 6 characterization using a range of EPCs, -exposure scenarios, and toxicity reference | Risk Assessment (CRA) Methodology (DOE 2005). In addition, a
‘ ) | values to give a range of risk estimates. This statement should be revised to clarify refinement of the exposure and risk models based on chemical-specific
the use of default assumptions and alternate assumptions for the uncertainty uncertainties associated with the initiall default exposure models were
analysis. completed for several ECOPC/receptor pairs to provide a refined estimate
of potential risk.
| (b) Itis not appropriate to conclude, “ overall, no significant risks. to wildlife receptors | Per the consultative process, the RFCA Parties agree to-use the following
! that may use the NNEU are predicted.” This statement should be revised toindicate | text in the 'Executive Summary and in Section 11.3: Based on default and
NNEU CDPHE Specific } 6.3 Vol 6 1 “low to potentially significant risks” based on different receptors and ECOPCs as per | refined calculations, site-related risks are likely to be low to moderate with
‘ p . table in Section 10.1 on interpretation of HQs.. For details, please see comments. some high levels of uncertainty for the ecological receptors evaluated'in
noted'below. the NNEU.
i 6.4. Section 10.1. Chemical Risk Characterization — Please note the following The magnitude of the NOAEL HQs are clearly presented in Table 10.1
‘ comments on risk characterization: for nickel and di-n-butyliphthalate: (a) [tis. that accompanies Section 10. The text provides a summary of the more
NNEU CDPHE Spanitic \ 6.4 Vol 6 important to include magnitude of NOAEL HQs in the risk description. detailed information found. in this table and therefore, does not include
e ‘ . specific. values for all calculations included in the risk characterization. No
3 changes will be made to the text.
\
| (b) Table 10.3 shows that 100 percent LOAEL HQs are >1 and < 5 for the deer The revised risk characterization for nickel and' di-n-butylphthalate clearly
i mice (insectivore) for nickel, and 86 percent LOAEL 'HQs are >1 and < 5 for indicates that there are considerable uncertainties related to-both. risk
| mouming dove (insectivore) for di-n-butyl phthalate. Additionally; the highest HQ for | models. For nickel, recalculation of HQs usingradditional TRVs were less
| the uncertainty analysis equaled 2. Therefore, it is not appropriate to conclude that than 1. In addition, potentially significant risks are calculatediat. 19 of 20
: - overall risks are potentially low. These risks:should be classified as potentially samples in the background dataset which appears to be in the range of
\ significant in accordance with the guidelines for the interpretation of HQs provided in: | expected background concentrations. Calculation of HQs in'background!
NNEU CDPHE Specific | 6.4 Vol 6 " Section 10.1; which:justifies the overall risk conclusions to be classified as “low to (UTL) and using the Tier 2 UTL result in the same HQ (HQ = 3) as with
i . potentially significant”. the NNEU data set. For di-n-butylprthalate, the LOAEL HQ was equal to 2
| usingithe Tier 1IEPC. the LOAEL using the Tier 2 EPC was equalito 1.
‘ Although there are no refined risk calculations, other lines of evidence
‘ indicate a possibility for overestimation of risk. In addition, there is also no
! known:source of di-n-butylphthalate within the NNEU. The revised
discussion will be presented in Section 10.1 for each chemical as well as
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in the overall conclusions in Sectioni11.3.
6.5. Section 10.3- Uncertainty Analysis —-Please revise the uncertainty discussion in Section 1.2 Data Adequacy Assessment, will be expanded to include
accordance with the above noted comments # 3.5 and 4.4 on other EUs. more detailed information on data adequacy. Section. 10.1.1 'Uncertainty
Associated with Data Adequacy and Data Quality, will provide a brief
summary and refer back.to Section 1.2 for detailed information.
Section 10.3.3. Uncertainty Associated with Elimination of ECOIls Based
on Professional Judgment: The professional judgment evaluation is
designed to eliminate chemicals when lines of evidence support the
‘ \ " ‘ conclusion of no: site-related contamination in a-specific EU. Text will be
GEES el Specific e el revised to say "unlikely to result in risk concerns for ecological receptors®.
Section 10.4 Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty, the following |
text will be added: "While some of the general sources of uncertainty ‘
discussed tend to either underestimate risk or overestimate risk, many
result in an unknown effect on the potential risks. However, the CRA i
‘Methodology outlines a tiered process of risk evaluation that includes i
conservative assumptions for the ECOPC identification process and more
realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for risk characterization."
6.6. Section 11.2- Summary and Conclusions — The overall conclusions are too Section 11.3 (used to be. 11.2) willibe revised to provide more detail on ‘
broad: to capture the full extent of potential risks based on default HQs and the results-of the risk characterizaticn. Inparticular, ECOPC/receptor !
NNEU CDPHE Specific 6.6 Vol 6 uncertainty analysis HQs. Please revise this section to conclude low to potentially ipairs that'had: LOAEL HQs greater than: 1 using the default assumptions
; P : significant risks in accordance with the above noted comment # 6.4. are discussed in:more detail in the ravised conclusions.
| . .
; Attachment 3 Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professionall Judgment: The qualitative
: 6.7. Section 4.0- Professional Judgment - Background Comparisons — Please comparison to RFETS and regional background data is one line of
i revise background comparison discussions in accordance with:the above noted' evidence in: professional judgment. It is.agreed that a discussion of box
i : comment # 4.5. iplots of site and background data sets provides additional detail.
| NNEU ‘CDPHE Specific 6.7 Vol 6 | However, they are not emphasized in:order to not give extra weight to this
: i line of evidence. A comparison. of site and background data ranges.
i i simply provides the reader a sense for the difference in the magnitude of
i ‘ the site and background concentrations. No changes will be made to the }
text. i
i SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR VOLUME 6, NO NAME GULCH EUSS.1. Page 37, | The textin Section 10.1.6, Non-PMJM Receptors 3rd:paragraph willbe |
Section 10.1.6, Nickel, Non-PMJM, 3rd paragraph: The text states that “LOAELHQs | revised to state that the HQs for NNEU and background are “similar” i
inibackground...are the same as those calculated for NNEU surface.soils...” and that | rather than the “same".
default HQs are “not different from: those predicted at background concentrations”.
However, nickel concentrations in the NNEU were determined to be statistically
i NNEU EPA Specific S6.1 Vol 6 higher than the RFETS background and a review of the box plot for nickel (presented
| in Attachment 3) shows that, while the distributions overlap, the NNEU data set
| contains several sampies that are clearly shifted above the RFETS background data
set. Therefore, it is not appropriate to make statements to the effect that the two
datasets are equal (i.e., “the same”, “not different”), and this paragraph-should be
‘ | revised accordingly.
I | s6.2. Attachment 1, Page 2, Detection Limit Adequacy, Section 1.2: This Attachment 1, Section 1.2: The text will be corrected as suggested in this
I | section compares detection limits to ecological screening levels (ESLs) not human comment.
- | health preliminary remediation goals (PRGs). Therefore, section text should be
NNEU EPA Specific S6.2 vels 1 revisedpm refer to. ESLs not PR%s.
\
i i $6.3. Attachment 3, Page 13, Boron, Background Comparison: This section Attachment 3, Section 4.5.4 Comparison to RFETS Background and!
! should reiterate that concentrations of boron: were not analyzed in the RFETS Other Background Data Sets, a new sentence will be added as follows:
. NNEU EPA Specific S6.3 Vol 6 | background data set; therefore, a statistical comparison to RFETS background was For boron-in surface soil, a statistical comparison between NNEU and

not performed.

RFETS background data could not be performed because RFETS
background surface soil samples were not analyzed for boron.
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removed from the current version of this figure. Without the names, we cannot
assess the likelihood that the observation of a chemical and or risk may be from a
source.]

RI/FS report.

~EU _Source | CommentType | - No. Comment Scope . Comment ; ‘ : RESPONSE - :
S6.4. Attachment 3, 'Page 19, Section 4.13, Total PCBs, Process Knowledge: | Attachment 3, Section 4.13.1 Summary of Process Knowledge, the }
This section states that there are “no documented historical source areas present in. | following sentences will be added: However, PCBs were a constituent in |
the NNEU, and no documented operations or activities that occurrediin NNEU oil used in-transformers at RFETS, and PCB-contaminated soil, debris
NNEU EPA Specific S6.4 Vol 6 involving the use of PCBs”. However, Table 1.1 in the main text shows that IHSS and PCB-contaminated oil were stored at IHSS NW-203, the Inactive
203 {Inactive Hazardous Waste Storage Area)stored'PCB-contaminated soil, debris, || Hazardous Waste Storage Area. Therefore, there is-a potential for PCBs
and oil. This section-should be revised to address the potential sources of PCB tobe present in surface soil in a portion of the NNEU as a resuit of
contamination in the NNEU as indicated in Table 1.1. historical site-related activities.
Specific Comments Identified:Previously (September 26, 2005) that Have.Not Been Section 1.2 willibe expanded to address data limitations in more detail.
Addressed The risk characterization summaries will be revised to provide lines of
S6.5. Qualitative Evaluation of Unmeasured Analytes: The risk assessment evidence for analyte groups where measuredidata are not available.
does notprovide a discussion of potential risks from chemicals for which there are no !
applicable data for a specified medium within a specified AEU/EU. :For example, i
there are no organic surface soil data within PMJM habitat areas in NNEU. Itis 1 \
important for the risk assessment to address these chemicals and/or analyte groups,
even iif the potential risks are only evaluated qualitatively. The risk characterization |
summary should be revised:to include the following: |
A list of those chemicals and/cr analyte groups where measured data are not |
available. . ‘
A -summary of the lines of evidence used to conclude that risks from these
chemical are likely to be absent orlow. In.rnany cases, these lines of evidence will
‘ - have-already been presented in'the Data Adequacy Report (CRA Volume 2).
AEEL s Specific S VIR For-example, this type of summary might resembie the foliowing text
(based on the situation in NNEU): “As noted above, there are no organic
. data for NNEU surface soils from within PMJM habitat areas. As
. presented inithe DAR, the dominant contaminant migration pathway
1 by which organics from the IA might have reached the NNEU is runoff
. into and transport via No Name Gulch. However, organic chemicals in
. No Name Gulch sediments are primarily non-detect or at-concentrations
less than sediment ESLs. In addition, basedion data from non-PMJM
habitat, only three organics were identified as surface soil ECOPCs,
; and in all cases the concentrations were not above a level of concern
| to mammals as indicated by the insectivorous deer mouse. (which is
; protective of PMJM).. Based on:this information, it'is concluded'that ‘
risks to PMJM are likely to be negligible, and absence of organic data
in PMJM habitat is not a significant source of uncertainty.” :
S6.6. Section 7.1: include two new bullets to describe the surface soilldata set Section 7.1 !Data Used in the Ecological Risk Assessment: The text willlbe
i from PMJM habitat areas and the surface water data set (utilized in the wildlife expanded to include more detail on the PMJM data set as well as the
; | NNEU EPA Specific S6.6 Vol & ingestion calculations). ‘ surface water dataset used in the wildlife ingestion calculations.
|
I
|
i S6.7. Section 10.1.8, Vanadium: The.following sentence should:be added to Section 10.1.8 Vanadium, PMJM Recegtors, 2nd paragraph, the following
1 support the conclusion that risks from vanadium: are likely to be low for PMJM: “This | sentence will be added: This conclusion is supported by the fact that the
3 NNEU EPA Specific S6.7 Vol 6 conclusion is supported by the fact that the MDC in PMJM habitat (42.1 mg/kg) is MDC in:PMJM habitat (42.1 mg/kg) is less than the vanadium Eco-SSL for.
i p : less than the vanadium Eco-SSL for mammals (280 mg/kg)-(USEPA 2005[1])". mammails (280 mg/kg) (EPA 2005).
!
i : §6.8. Table 1.2: Revise this table toinclude the samples added to the PMJM! Table 1.2 provides summary statistics for samples that were collected in
i data set from the buffer areas surrounding patch #11. the NNEU PMJM habitat. A footnote wili be added to Table 1.2 indicating '
- ; additional surface soil data for samples outside butiin the vicinity of the 1
NNEU S P 263 EIE PMJM habitat have been included in the PMIM data set.
It
i $6.9. iFigure 1.2: The figure is missing several of the PACs that are includedion. | The.color of the contour lines will be changed on Figure 1.2 so that the
‘ ' Table 1.1. Please add NW-1400 and NW1501 (Tear Gas iPowder Release site.and historical IHSSs are more clearly defined. All historicalibuffer zone IHSSs
. NNEU EPA Specific S6.9 Vol 6 Asbestos iRelease at. PU&D Yard, respectively). [The IHSS names have all been are delineated and labeled in Appendix A, Volume 2, Figure 1.2 of the
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T EU.- | .. Source - Comment Type [: . No.: Commerit Scope » - Comment : pobie 5 \ : _ RESPONSE - :
© 86.10. Attachment 3, Boron, Probability Plots: As noted previously, log-probability || Attachment 3, Section 4.5.3. Pattern: Recognition, Surface Soil (Non-
i plots have low power o detect multiple distributions in-a data set. Moreover, in this PMJM), the following sentence will be added: The probability plot for
| particular example, it is not entirely clear that the data can be interpreted as being boron is consistent with the hypothesis that there is only one population of
NNEU EPA Specific S$6.10 Vol 6 | continuous, since-it is not hard to envision a;possible discontinuity near a z-score of data, but that data are too limited to draw a reliable conclusion (Figure
' | 0. The text shouldibe modified to indicate that the log probability plotiis consistent A3.4.3).
‘ : with the hypothesis that there is only one population: of data, but that data are too \
|| timited to draw a reliable conclusion. :
it 7.1. Executive Summary — Please note the following comments: . Executive Summary, 5th paragraph includes the following text:
‘ (a) ltisnotappropriate to state that the ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in | ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in the risk characterization using
Il the risk characterization:using a range of EPCs, exposure. scenarios, and toxicity default exposure andirisk assumptions as defined in. the Comprehensive
UWNEU CDPHE Specific 71 Vol 7 } reference values to give a range of risk estimates. This statement should be revised | Risk Assessment (CRA) Methodology (DOE 2005). In addition, a
’ |l to clarify the use of default assumptions and alternate assumptions for the refinement of the exposure and risk models based on chemical-specific
uncertainty analysis. uncertainties associatediwith the initial default exposure models were
completed for several ECOPC/receptor pairs to provide a refined estimate
‘ of potential risk. ‘
| (b} 'ttis not appropriate to conclude that overall, no significant risks to wildlife Per the consultative process, the RFCA Parties agree to use the following
| receptors that may use the UWNEU are predicted. This statement should be revised | text in the Executive Summary and in Section: 11.3: Based on default and
. UWNEU CDPHE Soecific 74 Vol 7 | to indicate “low to potentially significant risks” based on different receptors and refined caiculations, site-related risks are likely to be low to moderate with
i : P : || ECOPCs as per tablein Section 10.1 on interpretation of HQs. For example, risks to | some high levels of uncertainty for the ecological receptors evaluated in
| PMJM receptors from antimony should clearly be classified as potentially significant the UWNEU. K
Il (vs. low to moderate stated:in the report).
| | 7.2. Section 10.1- Chemical Risk Characterization- Please note the following No response necessary.
\ | comments on risk characterization for antimony, nickel, and di-n-butylphthalate:
% UWNEU CDPHE Specific 7.2 Vol 7
I
I (a) Risk tothe PMJM receptors from antimony should specify that no alternative There is a highlevel of uncertainty associated with the use of the default
1 | HQs based on LOAEL are calculated in Table 10.2. Additionally, risks in patch: 17 upper-bound BAF-and the default TRV in the risk calculations for
| ‘ " and 18 should be classified: as potentially significant (vs. likely to be low statediinthe | antimony. Additional BAFs or TRVs for antimony are unavailable for a
UWNEU CDPHE Specific 7.2 Vol 7 | text). refined analysis. The conclusions in.the revised text state that given that
; | the LOAEL HQ = 2, risk to PMJM receptors is likely to be low.
} | (b) Itisimportant to classify risk to the PMJM receptors from nickel as potentially No LOAEL HQs are greater than 1 usingithe median.BAF and/or the
I  significant. iltis not appropriate to downplay site-specific: risks based on a default TRVs. Median BAFs are used in Eco-SSL calculations and are
i . comparison to background risks when the site-specific concentrations are statistically | also appropriate here. Potentially significant risks are-only predicted using
I UWNEU CDPHE Specific 7.2 Vol'7 higher than background concentrations for nickel. the default (screening level) assumptions. In addition, \background
1 LOAEL HQs equal 2 for the PMJM. LOAEL HQs equal 3 in all patches
] under the most conservative set of assumptions. The text willistate that
| potential for adverse effects is low.
; (c) iRisk to the deer mouse (insectivore) from nickel should be classifiedi as Risks are classified'as potentially sign.ficant based on the default
| potentially significant (vs. likely to be low) based on 100 percent of LOAEL HQs assumptions. The overall conclusion of low risk is based on. the refined
UWNEU CDPHE Specific 72 ‘ ! Vol 7 between 1-and 5 (Table 10.3). Alternatively, risks can be classified as low to analysis using best-available data that includes the model parameters that
P ' potentially significant based on HQs using the default and alternative assumptions. are less uncertain and more realistic than the default parameters. The text
will state that the potentiali for adverse effects is low.
(d) Risk to the moumning: dove (insectivore from di-n-butylphthalate should be There are no alternative HQs calculated for di-n-buty! phthalate. The
| classified-as potentially significant (vs. likely low stated in the text } based on 100 LOAEL HQs =2 are for. Tier 2 EPCs. When viewediin context with the
1 ‘ percent LOAEL Hgswbetween 1 and 5 (Table 10.3) using the default assumptions ‘unclertair;t{] in:%rzngiin the rtijsk modell for di-n-‘but}:gphthalate (u_‘r]ﬁertainty
L - ‘ and the highest LOAEL HQ equaled 2 using the alternative assumptions for the analysis) the o not indicate potentially significant risks. The text
B ClF= Spectfic e | el | uncertainty analysis. o s indicates that there is no known source, soil-to-earthworm:
i ‘ bioaccumulation models are highly conservative, and the maximum HQ =
! 2. These lines of evidence indicate that risks are likely to be low.
Therefore, no changes will be. made to conclusions for this'ECOPC.
7.3. Section 10.3- Uncertainty Analysis —Please revise the uncertainty discussion in | Section: 1.2iData Adequacy Assessment, will be expanded to include
accordance with the above noted comments # 3.5 and 4.4 on other EUs. more detailed information on.data adequacy. Section 10:3.1 Uncertainties
Associated with Data Adequacy and Qu:ality, will provide a brief summary
and referback to Section 1.2 for detailed information.
'UWNEU! CDPHE Specific 7.3 Vol.7 Section 10.3.3.. Uncertainties Associated with Eliminating of Ecological

Contaminants of Interest Based on Professional Judgment: The
professional judgment evaluation is designed to eliminate chemicals when
lines of evidence support the conclusicn of no site-related contamination
in a specificiIEU. Text will be revised to say ‘unlikely to result in risk
concerns for ecologicalireceptors and are well within regional'background:

PAGE 15.0F 55




Response to Comments for the CRA — Volumes 3-15

EU | Source | CommentType | No. Comment Scope Comment . - ~“RESPONSE
levels.™
Section 10.4 Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty, the following
text will be added: While some of the general sources of uncertainty
discussed tend to either underestimate risk or overestimate risk, many
result in:anunknown: effect on the potential: risks. However, the CRA
| Methodology outlines a tiered process of risk evaluation that includes .
conservative assumptions for the ECOPC identification process and more
realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for risk characterization.
‘ | 7.4. Section 11.2- Summary and Conclusions — The overalliconclusions are too Note: Section 11.2 became Section 11.3.
? | broadito capture the fulll extent of potential risks based on default HQs and Section 11.3 Summary and Conclusions for Ecological Risk: This section
UWNEU CDPHE Specific 74 Vol 7 | uncertainty analysis'HQs. Please revise this section to conclude low to potentially will be revised to provide more detail on the results of the risk
RECH: : | significant risks (vs. no significant risks stated:in the text) as well as to include risks ' characterization. In particular, ECOPC/receptor pairs that had LOAEL
| to other receptors and from additional chemicals as noted in.the above comment # 1 HQs greater than 1 using the default assumptions are discussed in more
| 7.2. ! detail in-the revised conclusions.
Attachment 3:7.5. Section 4.0 - Professional Judgment - Background Comparisons | Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: The qualitative
- Please revise background: comparison discussions in accordance with the above ' comparison to RFETS and regional'tackground data is one line of
| comment # 4.5. - evidence in professional judgment. It is agreed that a discussion of box
; } plots of site and'background data sets provides additional detail.
UWNEU CDPHE Speciiic 7.5 Vol 7 ‘ However, they are not emphasized in order to not give extra weight to this
i . line of evidence. A comparison.of site andbackground data ranges
. simply provides the reader a sense for the difference in the magnitude of
‘ | the site and background concentraticns. No changes will be made to the
| - text.
" 7.6. Section 4.0- Professional' Judgment evaluation — Elimination of ECOls as Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: No-additional ECOPCs
Il ECOPCs - Please note the following comments: will be added to the UWNEU per the-agency meeting on 4/12/06.
- | (@) Based on the professional judgment evaluation using spatial trends, process
UWNEU GO Specifc 76 Vol 7 I kmowledge, statistical background comparisons, and log-probability plots, selenium
; | should be carried forward into the risk characterization step.
| ! (b). Log-probability plots are given too much weight and the limited power of this The log-probability plots are only one line of evidence and are not given
: | .approach to detect the occurrence of two-populations is not takeniinto consideration. | any additional weight relative to other lines of evidence. Text related to
i i g alj [ " i | .
UWNEU | CDPHE Speclic 76 Vol 7 ::g::set r:l)etieg m?;ft-lzsizt:rzlcsgcal comparison to the RFETS background! provides the probability plots will be reviewed and revised if appropriate for accuracy
| |
| 3 [ |
‘ j i | -Attachment 5 Attachment 5, Section 1.1 Antimony, Toxicity Reference Values:
| ! Il 7.7 Section 1.1 Antimony TRV — As noted in OLer pre!\zliousé g?_rr;lrg?éi on. tt;le prle-draft, SeEViSie%ns will b? made to }hp'ﬁ/tfn and the geometric mean will no longer.
: - il it is inappropriate to use the geometric mean of the Eco- | as the alterate used as an alternative or antimony.
UWNEU COPHE Speciic || 7.7 Vol 7 NOAEL. This value is higher than the lowest bounded: LOAEL.
I
1
| |
‘ ii SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR VOLUME 7, UPPER WALNUT DRAINAGE EU The reliability and applicability of predicted risks in patches #12, #17, and
‘ I 87.1. Page 9, Section 1.2, Data Adequacy for PMJM: As noted in.the data adequacy | #18 to other PMJM habitat areas with sparse data will be discussedin
i evaluation for the UWNEU (provided in Volume 2, Attachment 3), existing surface Section 1.2 and 10.3.1.
soil data did not meet data adequacy guidelines for metals.in PMJM patches #15 and
#16. Because of this data limitaticn, the LWNEU uncertainty analysis for PMJM was
to “document the greater reliability of patches #12, #17, and #18...and their
UWNEU EPA : Specific §7.1 Vol 7 j -applicability to the other patches [#15 and #16] inthe EU.” However, the UWNEU
| | : volume makes no mention of this daia limitation and does not include a discussion of
; 1 | the reliability and applicability of predictedirisks iin patches #12, #17, and #18 to other
| [ PMJM habitat areas with.sparse data. The PMJM-specific sections on data
; ; | adequacy, risk conclusions, and assessment uncertainties should be revised to
| | include a discussion of the reliability and applicability of potential risks across PMUM
: Il habitat areas within the UWNEU.
: i S$7.2. Page 35, Section 10.1.4, Nickel, HQs Calculated to Characterize Uncertainty, Section 10.1.4 Nickel, 2nd paragraph, 2nd to last sentence will be revised
i .2nd paragraph, last sentence: Revise this sentence as follows: “...using both as follows: For this reason, refined risx calculations for the deer mouse
UWNEU EPA Specific | : S7.2 Vol 7 median'BAFs and the alternative TRVs presented in the uncertainty analysis.” ‘(’Lr;srgcit)i;g;en)n lg?g a-median soil-to-invertebrate BAF and additional TRVs
I ! ’
| |
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EU: Source - [/ CommentType | - No. | CommentScope" o 3 ©. Comment - . : RESPONSE -
| §7.3. Page 37, Section 10.1.4, Nickel, PMJM, 4th-paragraph: The text concludes Section 10.1.4 Nickel, PMJM (4th paragraph), the requested sentences
‘ that “risks to PMJM receptors in UWNELU do not appear to 'be elevated above will not be-deleted, however the following text will be added to the end of
background concentrations” and that PMJM HQs are “the same as those calculated this paragraph: LOAEL HQs were less than 1 for.all patches when the
UWNEU EPA Specific s7.3 Vol 7 using background data”. However, nicke! concentrations in the UWNEU: were . .median soil-to-invertebrate BAF -or the-additional TRV were usediin the
: determined to be statistically higher than the RFETS background and a review of the | risk calculations. Based on the uncertainty analysis, the potential for
} PMJM-specific box plot for nickel (presented in Attachment 3) shows that the adverse effects are expected to be low for the PMJM in all four patches.
: . UWNEU data set s clearly shifted above the RFETS background data set. ;
' Therefore, these statements should be removed. i
: | §7.4. Pages 42 through 45, Sections 10.1.8 through 10.1.71, Non-PMJM — Small Section 10.1.8 through 10.1.17, Non-PMJM, Small Home Range: The
; - Home Range: In each of the referenced sections, the text states that HQs or risks statement “HQs or risks are estimated using a range of EPCs" willibe
| " were estimated using a “range of EPCs”. lt is not clear from the text what is meant removed as requested.
| UWNEU EPA Specific S7.4 Vol 7 by this statement. Because this section is specific to non-PMJM small home range
1 - receptors, only one type of EPC (i.e., UTL) was utilized in the calculation of HQs.
‘ Therefore, any statements that HQs were calculated using a “range of EPCs” should' |
be removed. :
§7.5.Page 45, Section 10.1.11, Total PCBs, Risk Description: Thissection should: | Section 10.1.11, Total!PCBs, Risk Description: the requested change will
‘ be revised toinclude any relevant information. on:potential sources of PCBs within | bemade to this section.
‘ " the UWNEU (see Risk Description sections for ibis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and di-n- |
UWNEU EPA Specific §7.5 Vol 7 butylphthalate for examples. of expected text). i
S7.6. Page 51, Section 11.2, Ecological Risk Summary and Conclusions: The Note: Section 11.2 became Section 11.3.
ecological risk conclusion summary only notes the elevated HQs for PMJM receptors. }
from antimony, and makes no mention: ¢f potential risks from other ECOPCs which Section 11.3 Summary and Conclusions - Ecological Risk: the requested
P UWNEU' | EPA Specific S§7.6 Voli7 were alsoin the low to moderate range of concem (as identified in Table 10.1). The change conceming di-n-butyiphthalatz will be made to this section. In
‘ : ecological risk summary should:be reviced to address potential risks to the addition, this section:has been revised to.include more detail on the risk
? ; insectivorous mourning dove from di-n-butylphthalate and to the PMJM from nickel in- || characterization.
| i patch #12. l
S§7.7. Table 1.2, Table 1.6 and Table 8.2: The total number of surface soil sampies | Tables 1.2 and 1.6, and Figure 8.3 are not inconsistent. As discussed in
presented for inorganic analytes in PMJM habitat (e.g., N:= 62 samples for arsenic) } Section 7.1, the number of samples used in the PMJUM risk
is inconsistent with the total number of surface soil samples providediin the Access | characterizationiinclude samples outside the UWNEU boundary but are in.
‘ database included: on the report CD-(N = 36 samples for arsenic). iBased upon il the PMJM habitat patches under consideration. The data CD for the
| | review of Figure 1.5, which shows all surface soill samples'iocated within PMJM | UWNEU will include a separate file that provides the PMJM risk
: habitat, it appears that the Access database is only providing the analytical results for | characterization data.
‘ ! ‘ e ! surface soil samples located within the UWNEU; even though samples from outside
B | B S = el the EU were iutilized in the PMJM risk assessment. For example, in:patch #17 the
j ; database only provides nickel results for the two samples collected within the
| | UWNEU boundaries, but Figure 8.3 includes nickel results for 2 samples.located in
‘ the Windblown Area EU. The Access database for the UWNEU'should be revised'to
| include all samples utilized in:the risk assessment, including:those samples from
| outside the UWNEU which were included for the purposes of the PMJM risk
il assessment.
! §7.8. Table 10.1: The ECOPC header tor Nickel: appears twice in this table, once.on | Table 10.1, the requested change will'be made to the table.
! ; page 3and again on pages 6-7. It appears that the “nickel” HQs presented on:pages
UWNEU | ‘ EPA Specific s7.8 Vol 7 Si:cac:ﬁ :ca:tgueasll)é F;Qs for zinc. The ECOPC header should be changed from nickel to
i ‘ | 1 ]
1 I i §7.9.Table 10.2: The EPC for nickel in patch #18 for the alternate BAF scenario is ! Table 10.2 the requested change will be made to the table.
\ 1 ! ! labeled as “Based on Mean”. All EPCs for PMJM should be based on the 95UCL on
o ; - ‘ the mean (or the maximum, if the 95UCL is higher than the maximum), not the mean.
UWNEU EPA | Specific ~ S79 Voli7 Ensure that the nickel EPC for patch #18 is either the UCL or the MDC and revise
| : the table accordingly.
; i
! S§7.10. Attachment 1, Page 2, Detection Limit Adequacy, Section 1.2: This section Attachment 1, Section 1.2 will be completely revisedland the error will be
i compares detectionfimits to ecological screeningifevels (ESLs) not human health corrected.
" 1 preliminary remediation goals (PRGs).. Therefore, section text should be revised:to
UWNEU EPA Specific ‘ 1 §7.10 Vol 7 refer to ESLs not PRGS.
|
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. EU - . Source - | Comm’éht Type . 7uNe, = | Comment Scope R Comment : RESPONSE j ;
— ; ' S7.1 1‘. Attachment‘ 3, Page 14, Boron, Background Comparison: This section should | Attachment 3, SéctionA.SBoron, 1st baragréph, the follbwimg sehtemce
il reiterate that concentrations of boron were not analyzed:in the RFETS background will be added: For boron in surface soil, a statistical comparison between
‘ ‘ i e ‘ data set; therefore, a statistical comparisonto RFETS background was not ‘UWNEU and RFETS background data could not be performed because
UWNEU =3 { Spectfic §7.11 Voil'7 performed. RFETS background surface soil samples were not analyzed:for boron.
i
il
| §7.12. Attachment 5, Page 9, Zinc: The chemical-specific uncertainty analysis for Attachment 5, Section 1.8 Zinc, A Plant Toxicity subsection will be added!
) zinc is missingithe section entitled “Plant Toxicity”, which evaluates the potential to the text.
! ‘ o ‘ uncertainties associatediwith the selected plant NOEC ESL used the calculation of
i1 == Specific S7.12 voli7 HQs. The “Plant Toxicity” section should be added to the chemical-specific
uncertainty analysis for zinc (Section 1.8).
i Specific Comments Identified:Previously (September 28, 2005) that Have Not Been Section 1.1.2, 3rdiparagraph, a:new 2nd sentence will be added as
! Addressed follows: Pond A-1 through A-4 are located in the UWNEU whereas ‘Pond
‘ i " 1 S§7.13. Page 3, Section 1.1.2, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence: Revise or add'a A-5 isilocated inithe LWNEU.
UWNEU EPA ; Specific §7.13 Vol'7 sentence to clarify that:Pond A-5 is located in'the Lower Walnut Drainage EU!
} (LWNEU).
|
f S§7.14. Page 5, Section 1.1.4, 1st paragraph, last sentence: This sentence indicates | Section 1.1.4, 1st paragraph, the last sentence will be revised as follows:
! i ) that PMJM trapping surveys have been: conducted at “allithree drainages including: iPriorto and during the period that the PMJM has been federally
i - ; those in the UWNEU”. Clarify which three drainages are being referenced in this protected, RFETS ecologists conducted trapping surveys, radio telemetry
UWNEU ; EPA | Specific §7.14 el statement. studies, and estimated populations in all the major drainages in'/RFETS
‘1 including those in the UWNEU (Ebasco 1992; ECMP 1995; K-H 1996; K-
il H 1998; K-H 1999; and K-H 2000).
f §7.15. Page 5, Section 1.1.4: This section does notinclude a summary of PMJM Section 1.1.4, a summary of PMJM: habitat patch #9-and #13 will be
: : habitat patch #9 which is partially located within the UWNEU (and'partially in.the added to the end of this section.
; i - Inter-Drainage EU).. Revise this section to either include a discussion of PMJM
UWNEU | EPA | Specific S vl habitat patch #3 or clarify that this patch will be addressed in the IDEU report.
|
1 1 §7.16. Page 21, Section: 7.2.6, Non-PMJM, 1st sentence: The sentence suggests | ‘Section'7.2.6, Non-PMJM Receptors, 1st.sentence will'be revised as
i N that all inorganic, organic, and radionuclide surface soil ECOIs were eliminated as | follows: Most inorganic, organic, and radionuclide surface soil ECOls for
UWNEU i EPA | S if'c: S7.16 Vol 7 ECOPCs. Revise as follows: “Several inorganic, organic, and radionuclide surface ‘ non-PMJM receptors in the UWNEU were eliminated from further
: pecil : ° ' soil ECOls..." | consideration in the ECOPC identification process based on one of the
’ ‘ following: (no changes to the rest of this sentence and paragraph).
; S87.17. Page 22, Section:7.2.6, PMJM, 2nd sentence: The sentence suggests that all ‘ Section 7.2.6, PMJM Receptors, the 2nd sentence will be revised as |
1 ECOls were eliminated as ECOPCs. Revise as follows: “Several ECOls were ‘ follows: Most ECOls were removed from:further evaluation in the ECOPC:
‘ . - removed...". i lidentification process based on one of the following: (no changes tothe ||
UWNEU" ! EPA Specific 87.17 el rest of this sentence and paragraph). I
\
§7.18. Attachment 3, Page 14, Section 4.6, Boron, Pattern Recognition: it is not Attachment 3, Section 4.6.3, Boron, Pattern Recognition, Surface Soill il
agreed that the boron data shown in the log probability plot “suggest a single (Non-PMJM), the following sentence will be added: The variability is likely |
: : ‘ background population”.. As discussed and documented previously, this approach due to the small sampie size which alsoc makes it difficult to draw a reliable |
UWNEU | EPA Specific S7.18 Vol 7 has very low power to detect the occurrence of two populations, even when data are || conclusion about the nature of the distribution. Il
not limited. The claim that the plot shows a single background population should
either be deleted or else modified to indicate that the data are too limited to draw a
reliable conclusion about the nature of the distribution.
§7.19. Attachment 3, Page 21, Section 4.13, Selenium, Pattern Recognition:  Itis not || Attachment 3, Section:4.13.3 Selenium Pattern Recognition, Surface Soil
agreed that the selenium data shown.in the log probability plot “indicate a single (Non-PMJM), the first paragraph will be revised as follows: The log-
background population”. An evaluation of a data set that is highly censored with iprobability plot, which includes both the detected and nondetected |
I - multiple detection limits is extremely complex andithe use of a simplistic log- (multiple detection limits) selenium concentrations (Figures A3.4.10) was
UWNEU ‘ EPA i Specific §7.19 Vol 7 probability plot is of even less reliability. The plot presented; which.is based on inot resolvable. Anievaluation of a data set that is highly censored with I
‘  detected samples only (N=15), provides little evidence to support the conclusion that || multiple detection limits using a log-p-obability plot is not reliable. I
' the selenium data are from a single distribution. This claim should either be deleted |
| or else modified to indicate that the data are toolimited to draw a reliable conclusion
| | about the nature of the distribution. | |
 §7.20. Attachment 3, Page 22, Section 4.13, Selenium, Conclusion: Thelines of | Attachment 3, Section 4.13 Selenium: No additional ECOPCs will be it
\ | evidence providediin the professional judgment for selenium in PMJUM surface soil do | added to the UWNEU per the agency meeting on 4/12/06.
‘ . - ) not justify the exclusion of selenium as an ECOPC. Specifically, the log probability
UWNEU S Specific §7.20 ‘ bl \ plot for selenium is‘based data that are too limited' (low number of samples, high
‘ censoring frequency) to-draw a reliabie conclusion about the nature of the ‘ ;
distribution; a statistical comparison to RFETS background could not be performed !
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i ‘ (due to'high censoring); there are several detected samples above the ESL; and
: | detects above the ESL appear to be located within-a historical IHSS. Therefore,
i selenium should be retained as'an ECOPC in surface soilifor PMJM and carried
{ forward in the PMJM risk characterization.
|
‘ §7.21. Attachment 5, Page 2, Section 1.1, Antimony, TRVs: As statediin previous Attachment 5, Section 1.1 Antimony, Toxicity Reference Values:
‘ i | comments, the alternate NOAEL TRV selected for antimony (the geomean of the Revisions will be made to this text and the geometric mean will no longer
‘ ‘Eco-SSL NOAELs for reproduction and growth) is not appropriate for.use. The Eco- | Ibe used as an alternative TRV for antimony.
| SSL report identifies a procedure for selecting the most appropriate TRV and use of
‘ the geomean NOAEL iis only appropriate if this value is below the lowest bounded
\ ‘ | ILOAEL for reproduction, growth, and mortality effects. The geomean NOAEL for
; ; Il : antimony is higher than the lowest bounded LOAEL, which comes from a study with
| UWNEU . EPA i Specific §7.21 Vol 7 a relatively high data quality score (as assigned by the Eco-SSL methodology) and is
I based on a valid reproductive endpoeint. In addition, the geomean NOAEL iis also
i higher than two unbounded LOAELs for growth and one unbounded LOAEL for T
It mortality (USEPA 2005[2]). Finally, Sample et al. (1996) identifies mammalian TRVs .
1 for antimony that are generally similar to the. Eco-SSL mammalian TRVs for antimony
; (NOAEL TRVs of 0.125 mg/kg/d anc 0.059:mg/kg/d, respectively), both of which are. |
lower than the geomean NOAEL (13.3mg/kg/d). Therefore, the geomean NOAEL
should be removed as an aiternate NOAEL TRV for antimony. i
! §7.22. Attachment 5, Page 7, Section 1.5, Silver, Plant Toxicity: The alternate TRV | Attachment 5, Section 1.5 Silver, Plant Toxicity: No aitemative TRV for
i selected is the soil screening benchmark from the EPA Region 5 Ecological | 'plants is used in the risk calculations for silver. The EPA Region 5 ESL is
; Screening'Levels. The soil ESLs presented:in this: report represent the “lowest | only included in the discussion:in Attachment 5 as additional information.
| UWNEU | EPA 1 Specific S7.02 Vol 7 receptor-specific ESL for either plants, invertebrates, or mammals” (EPA 1999). The second sentence in this section will be revised: as follows: The only
i ‘ 1 ; ’ Basedion a review of the August 2003 EPA Region 5 ESL table(3], the basis of the | additional TRV information available in the literature is. was an ESL soil
soil ESL for silver is not reported. Therefore, unless it is known that this ESL | screening benchmark from:EPA Region 5.
incorporated data on phytotoxicity, itiis not appropriate to use this ESL as an ‘
-alternate TRV for plants. .
'8.1. Executive Summary — It is not appropriate to state that the ECOPC/receptor Executive Summary, 4th paragraph includes the following text:
jpairs were evaluated in the risk characterization using a range of EPCs, exposure | ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in the risk characterization: using
: ‘ scenarios, and toxicity reference values to give a range of risk estimates. This | conservative default exposure and risk assumptions as defined in the
LWNEU CDPHE Specific . 84 Vol 8 statement should be revised to clarify the use of default assumptions and altemate | Comprehensive Risk Assessment (CRA) Methodology. If needed, a
‘ : assumptions for the uncertainty analysis. Additionally, this:section may needtebe | refinement of the exposure and risk models based on chemical-specific
rrevised in accordance with the following comments. | uncertainties associated with theinitial default exposure models. provide a
| refined estimate of potential risk.
8.2. Section 10.3- Uncertainty Analysis — Please revise the uncertainty discussion in Section 1.2 Data Adequacy Assessment, will be expanded to include

i accordance with the above noted comments # 3.5 and 4.4 on.other [EUs. || 'more detailed information on data adequacy. Section 10.3.1 Uncertainties

1 i Associated with Data: Adequacy and Quality, will provide a brief summary

‘ ; and referback to Section 1.2 for detailed information.

1 Section: 10.3.3. Uncertainties Associated with 'Eliminating of Ecological

: Contaminants of Interest Based on IProfessional Judgment: The

! professional judgment evaluation is designed to eliminate chemicals when

1 lines. of evidence support the conclus.on ofino site-related contamination

] ‘ ‘ - in a specific EU. Text will be revised to say "unlikely to result in risk

; LiEhIEY EERUE : SRES Ee e | -concems for ecological receptors and are well within regional background
| levels."

1 : ‘ Section 10.4 Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty, the foliowing

‘ ! text will be added: While some of the general sources of uncertainty
il ‘ discussed tend to either underestimate risk or overestimate risk, many

‘ result in an unknown effect on the potential risks. ‘However, the CRA
|  Methodology outlines a tiered process of risk evaluation that includes:

; ‘ _-conservative assumptions for the ECOPC identification process and more |
It ; ' realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for risk characterization. :
| | Attachment 3: ' . Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: The qualitative
} ' 8.3. Section 4.0- Professional Judgment - Background Comparisons — Please ' .comparison:to 'RFETS and regional background data is one line of
| | revise background comparison discussions iin. accordance with the above noted i -evidence in professional judgment. It is agreed that a discussion of box
1 : comment # 4.5. plots of site and background data sets provides additional detail. :
; LWNEU CDPHE Specific 8.2 Vol 8 [ . However, they are not emphasized in order to not give extra weight to this '

: . line of evidence. A comparison of site and background data ranges

i | simply provides the reader a sense for the difference in the magnitude of
‘ |i the site andibackground concentrations. No changes: will be made to the
T | text.
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 Source . CommentType | ~ No. © |  CommentScope _ ‘Comment , : i RﬁSPO&SE e
T 8.4, Section 4.0- Professional Judgmert — Elimination of ECOIs as ECOPCs — Attachment 3, Section 4.0: No additional ECOPCs will be added to the
| Please note the following:comments: ’ LWNEU per the agency meeting on 4/12/06.
77 (a) Based on the professional judgment evaluation-using spatial trends, process
B CDPHE Specific 8.4 UElE knowledge, statistical background. comparisons, and/or log-probability plots, several
ECOls should be carried forward into the risk characterization step (e.g., antimony,
molybdenum, nicke!, and tin). )
(b) Discussions of process knowledge, spatial trends, background comparisons, The professional judgment sections will be reviewed and revised as
and log-probability plots for several ECOls (e.g., aluminum, antimony, arsenic, needed.
L chromium, molybdenum, vanadium, and zZinc) should be revised to present accurate
LWNEU CDPHE Specific 8.4 Vol 8 information.
(¢) Log-probability plots are given too much weight and the limited power of this The log-probability plots are only one line of evidence and are not given
approach to detect the occurrence of two populations is not taken. into consideration. | any additional weight relative to other lines of evidence. Text related to
. Please note that the statistical comparison to the RFETS background provides the probability plots will be reviewed and vevised if appropriate for accuracy.
LWNEU COPHE Specific ae Vol 8 highest weight-of-evidence.
SPECIFIC. COMMENTS FOR VYOLUME 8, LOWER WALNUT DRAINAGE'EU Section 7.1, last paragraph, will be medified as follows: As described in
§8.1. Section 7.1, last paragraph: The text states that there are 18 sample locations | Section 1.1.4, there are 18 sampleilocations occurring in PMJM habitat
B in. PMJM habitat in the LWNEU. However, Table 1.2 and Table 1.6 show a total'of 8 | within the LWNEU. Surface soil'samples were collected andianalyzed for
LWNEU EPA Specific S8.1 Vol 8 to 12 surface soil samples (depending upon the analyte) in PMJM habitat. Confirm inorganics (9 out of 18 samples), organics (8 out of 18 samples), and:
b the correct number of sample locations in PMJM habitat and make any corrections to | radionuclides (12 out of 18 samples). A data summary is provided in
i the text, tables, and figures as necessary. Table 1.6 for surface:soil in PMJM habitat. Sampling locations and PMJM
: habitat patches within the LWNEU are shown on Figure 1.5.
! S§8.2. Section 7.2.6, ECOPC Summary, PMJM, 2nd sentence: All ECOlswere Section 7.2.6, Summary of Surface Scil ECOPC PMJM: Receptors, 2nd
‘ excluded as'ECOPCs for the PMJM. Therefore, this sentence should be revised as sentence will be modified as follows: ECOls were removed from further
. ol ‘ | follows: “All ECOIls were removed...”. evaluation in the ECOPC identification process based on one of the
i iy B Spec1f?c = HalE | following: (remaining sentence is unchanged).
| |
| | $8.3. Section 10.1, page 24, last full paragraph: The text states that HQs were Section 10.1 Chemical iRisk Characterization, 2ndito last paragraph, 2nd
! ; . calculated using a “range of EPCs”. This statement is ambiguous and potentially sentence will be modified as follows: These include the default and refined
‘ L 3 ing. | ing. upon lative home range size of the wildlife receptor, only | HQs if needed. The results for each ECOPC are discussed:in more detail:
| , i confusing. Depending upon the rela g ptor, only
- Sl Er Specific $8.3 Vol 8  one type of EPC (i.e., either the UTL or the UCL) was utilized in the calculation of below. -
| ' - HQs. Therefore, the statement that HQs were calculated using a “range of EPCs”
i ' should be revised or removed.
. 88.4. Section 10.1.1, page 25, DDT, Risk Description, Non-PMJM, last paragraph: Section 10.1.1, 4,4-DDT Risk Description, Non-PMJM Receptors - Small
| This paragraph presents-a summary the detection frequency of DDT in: surface soil 'Home-Range will be revised as suggested.
| from the LWNEU and the adjacent Windblown area andiin sediments in Walnut
LWNEU EPA Specific S8.4 Vol 8 * Creek and'McKay Ditch as evidence supporting the conclusion that risks to wildlife
| are likely to be low. This paragraph should be revisedito include a discussion on the
. adequacy of the detection limits achieved relative to the limiting NOAEL and LOAEL-
| based ESLs.
| 88.5. Section 11.2: This section does not summarize the results of the PMJM 'Note Section 11.2 is now a new Section 11.3.. Section 11.3 will be revised:
| ECOPC selection process. The 3rd sentence should be revised as follows: “No to provide more-detail on the ECOPC selection process. The 4th
LWNEU EPA Specifi sS85 Vol 8 ECOPCs were identified for PMJM receptors for surface soil or. for burrowing; sentence will be modified as follows: No ECOPCs were identified for
RECHC - © | mammals from subsurface soil.” PMJM receptors for surface soil or for burrowing mammals from:
subsurface soil.
$8.6. Table 1.1 cites the NE-1 report, however, the ecologicalicomponent of this Table 1.1 will be modified to remove the NE-1 report and add a summary
report no longer exists. Please revise the table to remove the citation. In addition, a | of the disposition of Pond A-5.
LWNEU EPA Specifi S8.6 Vol 8 summary of the disposition of Pond A-5 should be added.
‘ $8.7. Table 7.15: This table presents the NOAEL ESL (9.35 mg/kg)-for arsenic Table 7.15, The tESL of 35.9 ug/kg will be added to the table. Column
. instead of the Threshold ESL (35.9 mg/kg). The arsenic UTL (12.8 mg/kg) is less. EPC>ESL?, Row Arsenic will be changed to "No".
LWNEU EPA Specific S8.7 Vol 8 than the Threshold ESL, therefore, the column titled “EPC>ESL?” should be changed
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58.8. Attachment 3, Professional' Judgment: As noted in the general comments
above, the professional-judgment sections for several ECOls present process
knowledge conclusions that do not accurately summarize the/information presented
in.CRA Volume 2 (e.g., antimony, arsenic, vanadium, zinc). iIn addition, the
conclusion that' RFETS surface soil concentrations appear to reflect naturally
occurring conditions for several metals is not supported by a review of the spatial
trends maps provided in CRA Volume 2 (e.g., antimony, arsenic, chromium,
molybdenum, nickel, selenium, tin, zinc). Also, as noted in the general comments
above, log probability plots have low power to reveal distinct distributions, especially
when data are limited, results.are ihighly censored, there is high variability between
samples, and/or the shift relative to backgroundiis expected to bellow. In light of
these limitations, it is not agreed that the log probability plots indicate that the
LWNEU data set represents “a single background distribution” for several ECOls
{e.g.,-aluminum, chromium, molybdenum, vanadium, zinc). The professional
judgment-based discussions of process knowledge, spatial trends, and probability
plot conclusions for the ECOls listed above should be revisedi to accurately reflect
the process knowledge information: and! the spatial trends:maps presented in Volume
2, and'to accurately reflect the limitations-in probability plots.

Minor changes will be made to the ptocess knowledge sections for
antimony, vanadium, and zinc to make them consistent with the
information provided in Appendix A, Volume 2, Attachment 8. The
process knowledge section. for arsenic is consistent with Attachment 8.
The spatialitrend sections in Attachmant 3 to LWNEU for antimony,
arsenic, chromium, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, tin, and zinc will not be
changed because DOE has concluded that the spatial distributions of
these metals represent naturally occurring conditions. The limited power
of the log-probability plots to distinguish two populations is already noted:
in footnote 2 of the Attachment 3 text. As a result, the existing text uses
wording that the log-probability plot "suggests” the presence of a single
population . No changes will\be: made to the Pattern Recognition text as a
result of this comment.

LWNEU

EPA

Specific

S8.9

Vol 8

§8.9. Attachment 3, Aluminum, Pattern Recognition: The text states that
interpretation of the log probability plot “is complicated by the apparent inclusion of
nondetected concentrations forming a horizontal step that projects off the
background line”. Inspection of the underlying LWNEU: data set for aluminum shows
that none of the samples are ranked as non-detect (this is also supported by the
detection frequency of 100% presentediin Table 1.5 for aluminum). Therefore, this
statement should be removed. In addition, inspection of the log probability piot
shows that aluminum:concentrations: form a stepped line, which does not support the
conclusion that the data are from a “single background population”. The pattern:
recognition section for aluminum should. be revised to remove the discussion of “non-
detects” and to conclude that the log:probability plot does not support the conclusion:
that the dataset is representative of a single distribution.

The text will be revised as suggested,

LWNEU

EPA

Specific

Vol 8

$8.10. Attachment 3, Antimony, Conclusion: The conclusion to exclude antimony as
an ECOPC in the professional judgment is not supported. The process'knowledge
presented in CRA Volume 2[4]iindicates that antimony may be present in RFETS
soils (particularly in the Windblown Area, No Name Guich, and! Lower Woman
Drainage EUs) due to site-related activities. In addition, inspection of the spatial
trends maps indicates that detected concentrations of antimony are often located in
areas that have beeniimpacted by site-related activities8. While RFETS antimony
concentrations-are within the-range of Colorado and the bordering states, the site
data set was too limited to create meaningful the log probability plots-or perfom
statistical comparisons with RFETS background. The risk potential section shows
that the EPC exceeds ESLs for three receptors and that the detection limits achieved
for several samples were inadequate to assess potential risks to the more sensitive
ecological receptors. Based on these considerations, antimony should be retained
as-an ECOPC.

|

‘ The text will be revised to indicate that antimony is. unlikely to be present
in.LWNEU (as opposed to RFETS, asis currently stated) soil as a result
of historical site-related activities. No additional ECOPCs will be added to

| the LWNEU iper the agency meeting on 4/12/06.

LWNEU

EPA

Specific

S8.11

Vol 8

S$8.11. Attachment 3, Chromium, Pattern Recognition: This section suggests that the
stepped line in the log probability plots for chromium is due to “two mineral phase
conditions inithe soils that are apparently controlling the chromium concentration at a
quasi-equilibrium condition”. However, even if there are soil conditions that influence
chromium:mineraliphase, this willlhave no effect on the concentration of (total)
chromium in soil'at a'location, or on: the log-probability plot. 'Either add more detail
on this. concept and why it shouldibe considered realistic andi relevant, or else delete
the discussion. :

Attachment 3, Chromium: The discussion: will be deleted as suggested
and the text will be revised to indicate that the log-probability plot does not
suggest the presence of a single background population.

LWNEU

EPA

Specific

S8.12

Vol 8

$8.12. Attachment 3, Nickel, Conclusion: The conclusion to exclude nickel as an
ECOPC for PMUM is not supported. The process knowledge section indicates that,
while site-related nickel iis not expected in LWNEU soils, nickel was present in
RFETS wastes. Inspection of the spatial map for nickel in CRA Volume 2 shows that
the highest nickel concentrations in surface soil terd to ibe from site-impacted areas.
A statistical comparison to RFETS background concluded that concentrations were
statistically higher in: PMJM habitat areas relative to background. The results of the
statistical comparison are supported by a review of the box plot for surface soils in-
PMJM, which shows a data set thatiis clearly shifted above the RFETS data set. In
addition, all soil samples (N=9) collected in PMJM habitat areas exceed the PMJM-
specific NOAEL ESL. Based on these considerations, nickel shouldibe retained as
an ECOPC for PMJUM.

No additional ECOPCs will be added to the LWNEU per the agency
meeting on 4/12/086.
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' I 3 S8.1!3. Attachment 3, Tin, Comparison to Background:' The first sentence of this The text will be revised as suggested. '
I section states that all background samples were non-detect. However, the 6th
} i sentence (top of page 27) states that “one location exists.in the LWNEU thatiis above
| | the site background MDC [maximum detected concentration]”. If all background:
‘ ‘ il - it samples were non-detect, there cannot be a background MDC. This sentence
LWNEU : EPA I\l Specific : $8.13 Vol 8 should be revised as follows: “The detected tin concentration in one sample from the
‘ } ILWNEU exceeds the range of RFETS background concentrations. While this
I i observation is consistent with the hypothesis that EU levels are similar to RFETS
I ibackground, because of the heavy censoring and varying detection limits.in the two
i data sets, it is not possible to conclude with confidence that there is no difference.” |
: $8.14. Attachment 3, Zinc, Comparison toiBackground, Non-PMUM, 1st paragraph, Figure 3.2.23 shows concentrations of zinc.within PMJM habitat only.
\ last sentence: The text states that the “LWNEU zinc‘MDC for surface soil (77.5 Figure 3.2.24 shows zinc:in the entire LWNEU and the MOC is 77.5
; mg/kg) was slightly above the site background MDC of 75.9 mg/kg”. However, mg/kg on Figure 3.2.24. no change is needed in the text or figure.
. : Figure 3.2:23 does not support this statement. In this figure, the upper whisker for
ELATEY = Specific SR el the LWNEU data set is plotted at 64 mg/kg, and there are no values plotted above |
the upper whisker (which indicates that the whisker is piotted at the maximum value). !
: Based on the summary statistics for zinc shown.in Table A3.2.6, the text is correct |
i (i.e., the MDC = 77.5 mg/kg) and Figure A3.2.23 should 'be revised. |
i | Specific Comments Identified Previously (July 13, 2005) that Have Not Been | Section 7.3.5 Subsurface Soil Professional Judgment, 1st sentence will be
‘ \ AddressedS8.15. Section 7.3.5, 1st sentence: The statement that subsurface soil | ‘ modified as follows: ECOls with: subsurface soil concentrations that
LWNEU EPA Specifi | ss1s Vol 8 data sets “have slightly elevated concentrations compared to the background data || exceed NOAEL ESLs, which have been:detected in more than 5 percent
i peciiic ! ) © set...” is subjective and should be revised to “have concentrations that are || of samples, that have concentrations statistically higher than background
i statistically higher than background...”. | data, and which exceed tESLs are subject to a professional judgment
; Il evaluation.
: ‘ §8.16. Section 1.1.5, Subsurface Soil: Because all but one sampling station: was | Section 1.1.5:Data Description, Subsurface Soil: No changes will be made
i located near Pond A-5, the current.dataset is not spatially representative of the entire || to.the text.
3 | - i EU. While Section 1.1.5 does not needito be revised, please ensure that the Data i i B 4 i
LWNEU EPA ‘ Specific S8.16. Vol 8 - ! N o . Section 1.2 Data Adequacy Assessment willibe modifiedito discuss why
| P \ Ad_equacy Assessment fox; s’ubsurface spll for the LWNEU prgwde-§ sx_:ff!ment ] the existing data set is.adequate for use in the LWNEU.
; it rationale as to why the existing dataset is adequate for use given. its limited spatial ;
! il extent. 1
I | 58.17. Table 1.1: Please add a column that identifies the chemicals of potential || Chemicals of potential concem based on previous-investigations are
! ; concern identified for each IHSS. I| identified:in the FY2005 Final Historiczl Release Report, Appendix B to
I} Hi /| . -ch il i I i
LWNEU EPA Specific ;‘ S8.17 Vol 8 ; the RI/FS report. No-changes will bg made to Table 1.1
| | |
| ; ; $8.18. Table 1.2: Please split the row for “Organics” into the following analysis | The purpose of Table 1.2 is to give the reader a general understanding of
} \\ suites: SVOCs, VOCs, PCBs, Pesticides, Herbicides, Dioxins. i the number of inorganic, organic, and radionuclide samples in each:
3 il i - . " - L
; ! i e 1 i| medium for a given EU. A more detailed breakdown: of organics is
LWNEU EPA Specifiz i S8.18 Vol 8 | provided in subsequent Section: 1 tables showing summary statistics. No.
; ; changes will be made to Table 1.1.
! !
$8.19. Table 7.10, 7.11,.and 7.16: The “ECOPC?” column for ECOIs without ESL | Analytes with uncertain toxicity (UT) arz identified in Tables 7.2, 7.3, and:
i should be changed from: “No” to-“UT". | 7.12 and are discussed in Section 10. Therefore, no changes will be
| LWNEU EPA Specific } 8819 Vol 8 1 made to Tables 7.10, 7.11, and 7.16.
| .
‘ ; $8.20. Table 8.2: Please add a new footer to the table to briefly summarize the Section 8.1 Exposure Point Concentrations, 1st paragraph, a new second
} : i | difference between the Tier 1 and Tier 2 EPCs. | sentence will be added as.follows: Tier | EPCs are based on:the upper
1 i . ‘ ; | confidence limits of the arithmetic mean concentration: for the EU data set
LWNEU EPA ‘ Specifiz . S8.20 Vol 8 | and Tier 2 EPCs are calculated using a spatially-weighted averaging
‘ approach. No changes will be made to Table 8.2.
it - 8$8.21. Figures 1.5, 1.6, 1.7,.:8.1: Please use a different symbol or shading to In Volume 2, Attachment 3, figures are provided showing sampling
| indicate which sampling locations were only analyzed for radionuclides and metals. locations for each analyte group (includingradionuclides and metals) by
LWNEU EPA Specific S8.21 Vol 8 medium. Therefore, no changes willibe made to Figures 1.5, 1.6, 1.7 and

1 8.1.
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| $8.22. Figure 1.6 and 1.7: Because a large number of samples were collected from The risk characterization does not depend on the visual representation: of
| Pond A-5, it is difficult to distinguish one location from: another. ilf possible, please sample locations. No changes will be made to Figures1.6 and 1.7.
LWNEU EPA Specific $8.22 Vol 8 include a figure inset that provides a magnified view of Pond A-5.
|
|
; $8.23. Attachment 3, DDT, Process Knowledge: It is not clear if the OU2 903 Pad, All references to- OU2 will be deleted. Attachment 3, DDT Process
! ~ Mound, and East Trenches Area Risk Assessment (DOE 1995) and the OU6 RFI/RI Knowledge willifocus on information in the ChemRisk Task 1 Report.
e ' Report (DOE 1996) addressed: potential risks to both human and ecological
LWNEU EPA Specific S8.23 Vol 8 receptors. Please clarify which receptors and pathways were evaluated. If ingestion
exposures of wildlife receptors were not included, these reports cannot be used as
rationale that 4,4’-DDT is inot of potential concern to wildlife receptors.
| $8.24. Attachment 3, Molybdenum, Section 4.8.2, Spatial Trends: The statement Attachment 3, Section 4.8.2 Molybdenum. Spatial Trends: If ECOl levels
that molybdenum concentrations “reflect naturally occurring molybdenum?” is not are higher in historical IHSSs within the EU, then to be conservative, the
supported by a review of spatial trends map for molybdenum (CRA Volume 2). In ECOI is considered a ECOPC regardless of other lines of evidence. If
LWNEU EPA Specific $8.24 Vo! 8 ! this figure, molybdenum concentrations are not above the ESL in nearly allsamples | ECO! levels are higher in historical IHSSs -outside the EU, then.this is. not
. from EUs surrounding the tA. When molybdenum concentrations exceed the ESL, | necessarily evidence that the ECOls are ECOPCs in this EU. In this
:'the samples-are usually from areas where site-related activities have occurred. case, other lines of evidence are considered. No changes will be. made to
| Please revise statements regarding the spatial patterns for molybdenum accordingly. | the text.
$8.25. Attachment 3, Molybdenum, Section 4.8.4, Background Comparison: There Attachment 3, Section 4.8.4 Molybdenum Background Comparison:
is no evidence presented to support the conclusion that J- and B- qualified detects Discussion of J- and! B-qualified data will be deleted.
- ..are “suspect”. These qualifiers indicate that molybdenum is present above the
LWNEU EPA Specific 58.25 Vol 8 detection limitin these sampies, but the reported levels are eZtimated. Please revise
| these sentences accordingly.
$8.26. Attachment 3, Tin, Section 4.12.2, Spatial Trends: The statement that tin Attachment 3, Section 4.12.2 Tin Spatial Trends: If ECO! levels are higher
-concentrations “reflect naturally occurring tin” is not supported by a review of spatial in historical IHSSs within the EU, then to be conservative, the ECOIl is
trends map for. molybdenum (CRA Volume 2). In this figure, tin concentrations are considered a ECOPC regardless of other lines of evidence. If ECOI levels
LWNEU EPA Specific 58.26 Vol 8 non-detect in nearly all samples.from EUs surrounding the 1A, with the exception of are higher in historical IHSSs outside the EU, then this is not necessarily
‘ ’ the Windblown Area EU and a portion of the Rock Creek EU. When:tin evidence that the ECOlsare ECOPCs in this EU. in this.case, otherllines
concentrations were detected above the ESL, the samples are usually from areas of evidence are considered. No changes will be made to the text.
where site-related activities have occurred. Please revise statements regarding the
‘spatial patterns for tin accordingly.
$8.27. Attachment 3, Zinc, Section 4.14.2, Spatial Trends: The statement that zinc Attachment 3, Section 4.14.2 Zinc Spatial Trends: If ECOI levels are
concentrations “reflect naturally occurring zinc” is not supported by a review of spatial | higher in historical IHSSs within.the EU, then to be conservative, the
| trends map for zinc: (CRA Volume 2). In: this figure, zinc concentrations are not ECOl:is considered a ECOPC regardless of other lines of evidence. iIf
LWNEU EPA Specific s8.27 Vol 8 ‘ above the maximum: background concentration in nearly all samples.from EUs ECOl levels are higher in historical IHSSs outside the EU, then this is not
‘ - | surrounding the IA. When zinc concentrations exceed'the maximum background necessarily evidence that the ECOls are ECOPCs in this EU. In this
; concentration, the samples are usually from: areas where site-related activities have case, other lines of evidence are considered. No changes will be made to
occurred. Please revise statements regarding the spatial patterns for zinc the text.
‘ accordingly.
: Il §8.28. Attachment 3: This attachment is missing the following informationiin the Box plots 'have been provided for information only. For professional
i | iprofessional judgment evaluations - 1) a-description and interpretation summary of judgment, a comparison. of site and background data ranges provides the
i surface soil box plots for chromium, lithium, and zinc; 2) a statement regarding reader a sense for the difference in the magnitude of the site and
i ! ipotentialisources in the LWNEU for vanadium. background concentrations. A discussion of box plots of site and
) ‘ i - | 0 . . background data sets provides additional detail; however, we have-not
BED EPA I EESSHic B valle emphasized the 'box plots so that there is not an implication that we are
‘ | providing extra weight to this line of evidence. The existing process
| | knowledge section for vanadium indicates vanadium is unlikely to be
| present in RFETS soil as a result of historical site-related activities. No
| changes will be made to the text.
‘ i 9.1. Executive. Summary —Please note the following comments: Executive Summary: The following text will be deleted - The
j (@) Itis not appropriate to state that the ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluatediin ECOPC/receptor pairs were evaluated in the risk characterization using a
WBEU CDPHE | Specific 9.1 Vol g the risk characterization using a range of EPCs, exposure scenarios, anditoxicity | range of EPCs, exposure scenarios, and toxicity reference values (TRVSs)
! P g . reference values to give a range of risk estimates. This statement shoulid be revised | to give a range of risk estimates. Instead, the text has been revised:to
‘ | to clarify the use of default assumptions and alternate-assumptions for the include more detail on the ECOPC iidentification process and risk
i | uncertainty analysis. characterization..
i \ {b) ltis not appropriate to conclude thatino significant risks to wildlife receptors that | Per the consultative process, the RFCA Parties agree to use the following
I ! may use the WBEU are predicted. This statement should be revised to indicate “low | text in the Executive-Summary and'in Section 11.3: Based on default and'
WBEU [ ‘ CDPHE Specific 91 Vol 9 to potentially significant 'risks" to c_apture the full extent of risk estimates using default refined calculations, §ite—related risks are likely to be low for the ecological
: and-altemative assumptions for different receptors and ECOPCs as per Section 10:1 | receptors evaluated in the WBEU.
} ; on the interpretation of HQs.
|l I

PAGE 23 OF 55




Response to Comments for the CRA — Volumes 3-15

However, they are:not emphasized in order to not give extra weight to this |
line of evidence. A comparison of site and background data ranges |
simply provides the reader a sense for the difference in the magnitude of
the site and background concentrations. No changes will be made to the

EU " Source | Comment “ype No. Comment Scope _ Comment ‘ ' RESPONSE
— o | 9-2. Section: 10.1- Chemical Risk Characterization — Pleasé note the follbwing‘ No response :necessary. '
! .comments on risk characterization for chromium and nickel:
WBEU! CDPHE Specific 9:2 Vol & ‘
‘(a) Risk to the moumning dove (insectivore) from chromium should be interpreted as | Section 10.1: Chromium has the potential for adverse effects using the
potentially significant based on 100 percent of LOAEL HQs between. 1. and 5 (Table default risk model. However, LOAEL HQs are less than one using the
WBEU CDPHE Specifi 9.2 Vol 9 10.2). Additionally; overall risk classification of low to potentially significant captures median BAF as prescribed by USEPA guidance. The overall conclusion
pectiz L © risks based on the default and uncertainty analysis HQs. will state that the potentialifor adverse effects is low.
|
- {b) Risk to the deer mouse (insectivore) from nickel: should be interpreted potentially |- Section 10.1: Nickel has the potential for adverse effects using the default
| significant based on 97 percent of LOAEL HQs between: 1 and 5 and 3 percent risk model. However, LOAEL HQs are less.than one using the median ;
o - . between 5 and 10 (Table 10.2). BAF or refined TRVs as:prescribed by USEPA guidance. The overall
WBEU CDPHE Specific 9.2 Vol 9 conclusion will state that the potential for adverse effects iis. low.
|
I (c) Itis not appropriate to downplay site-specific potentially significant risks for Section 10.1: Background risks will be presentedifor comparative
- nickell based on the background risks. It is appropriate to characterize background purposes only. Background risks will not be used to demonstrate
" o : risks to facilitate risk management decision-making 'but'background risks should not overestimation. of WBEU risks.
ey COPHE SREE R = j valie i be used to demonstrate overestimation of risk in the uncertainty analysis. For
1 ; example, background risks could be higher as a result of contamination from other
| | sources.
| | 9.3. Section 10.3- Uncertainty Analysis — Please revise the uncertainty discussion:in Section 1.2'Data Adequacy Assessment, will be expanded toiinclude
i ‘ i accordance with the above noted comments # 3.5 and 4.4 on other EUs. more detailed information on data adequacy. Section 10.3.1 Uncertainties
| i ‘ Associated with'Data Adequacy and Quality, will provide a brief summary
! : and refer'back to Section 1.2 for detailed information.
Section 10.3.3. Uncertainties Associated with Eliminating of Ecological
: Contaminants of Interest Based on: Professional Judgment: The
\ professional judgment evaluation:is designed to eliminate chemicals when
| lines of evidence support the conclusion of no site-related contamination
‘ ‘ . ‘ : in.a specific EU. Text will be revised to say: “unlikely to result in risk
BEEl Colls Specitic e vl concems for ecological receptors.andi are welliwithin regional ibackgroundi
levels."
: : Section 10.4 Summary of Significant Sources of Uncertainty, the following
| | text will be added: While some of the general sources of uncertainty
i discussed tend to either underestimate risk or overestimate risk, many
; result in an unknown effect on the potential risks. However, the CRA
| Methodology outlines a tiered process of risk evaluation:that includes
‘ conservative assumptions for the ECOPC identification process and more
3 | realistic assumptions, as appropriate, for risk characterization.
: ' 8.4, Section 11.2- Summary and Conclusions — The overall conclusions are too Note: Section 11.2 became Section 11.3.
It | broad to capture the full extent of potential risks based on default HQs and
; ; ' uncertainty analysis HQs. Please revise this section to concludeilow to potentially Section 11.3 Summary and Conclusions for Ecological Risk: This:section
: ‘ ! significant risks (vs. no significant risks stated in the:text). Also, it is important to will be completely re-written and will provide more detail on the results of
| : discuss the limitation of wildlife biomonitoring studies that they did not address small | the risk characterization. In. particular, ECOPC/receptor pairs that had
‘ | home range animals. LOAEL HQs greater than 1 using the default assumptions are discussed
WBEU! CDPHE Specific 9.4 ; Vol 9 in.more detail in the revised conclusions.
Limitations of wildlife biomonitoring ..tudies will be addressed in Section:
‘ 10.2 andiincludes the foliowing text: Although a comprehensive
‘ ‘ compilation of monitoring resuits has not'be presented, the annual reports
i ! \ of the monitoring program ;provide localized information-and insights on
: ; i the general health of the RFETS ecosystem:.
| | Attachment 3: Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Professional Judgment: The qualitative |
! : 9.5. Section 4.0- Professional Judgment - Background Comparisons — Please comparison to RFETS and regional background data is one:line of !
i i | revise background comparison discussions in accordance with the above comment evidence in professional judgment. It is agreed that a discussion of box.
‘ WRBEU CDPHE Specific 9.4 Vol o ‘ #4.5. plots of site andibackground:data sets provides additional detail.
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EU- -Source:. [ :CommentType | "~ No.. - Comment Scope Comment RESPONSE
il text.
|
|
| SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR VOLUME 9, WINDBLOWN AREA EU Section 1.1: The requested information is provided in the HRR (Appendix
i  89.1. Section 1.1, last paragraph: This paragraph provides a brief description of the B) as referencediin the previous paragraph. However, the following
IHSS located within the WSEU and summarizes the types of accelerated actions that | statement will be added:to the lastiparagraph - “In. general, accelerated:
. WBEU EPA Specific se1 | Vol 9 were performed. However, as written, it is not clear what triggered the need for actions were designed to address human health exposures. The intent of
} 1 accelerated actions. This section should be revisedto identify the basis of the action | the ecological component of the CRA is to evaluate any potential risk to
‘ ‘ level which was exceeded (i.e., human health and/or ecological), as well as the ecological receptors associatedi with the residual contamination:at the site
\ . media and analytes which: were above an-action: leveliin one or more IHSSs. following the accelerated actions.".
| $9.2. Section 7.2.2, Detection Frequency Evaluation: The text concludes that a Section 7.2.2 Surface Soil Frequency of Detection Evaluation: The
| . single isolated detection of.di-n-butyiphthalate is unlikely to result:in population-level uncertainty in the overall risk estimates resulting from the high detection
i risks. However, as demonstrated in the detection limit adequacy evaluation limits for di-n-butylphthalate will:be discussed in the text.
l (Attachment 1, Table A1.3) the detection limits achieved: for di-n-butylphthalate were- |
WBEU EPA Specific §9.2 ! Vol 9 all above the lowest ESL. Because the detection limits were not adequate for the
purposes of characterizing ecologiczlirisks, it is not appropriate to conclude that
population-fevel risks are unlikely. Rather, the correct interpretation is that the
; detection limits were not adequate to derive meaningful risk conclusions for di-n-
: butylphthalate.
| $9.3. Section 7.2.6, Surface Soilt ECOPC Summary, PMJM: The text incorrectly Section 7.2.6 Summary of Surface Soil Ecological Contaminants -of
; states that “no ECOPCs were identified for PMJM receptors in the WBEU”. The Potential Concern, PMJM Receptors, the following: sentence will be
| ‘ WBEU does not include an ECOPC selection:for PMJMibecause PMJM habitat added: An'ECOPC identification process was not performed for PMJM in
WBEU EPA Specific $9.3 ‘ Vol 9 within the WBEU was evaluatedias part of the LWOEU and'UWNEU. This sentence | the WBEU because PMJM habitat within the WBEU was evaluated as a
| should be revised as follows: “An:ECOPC selection was not performed for PMJMiin | part of either UWNEU or LWOEU.
i the WBEU because PMJM: habitat within the WBEU was evaluated as part of the
| LWOEU and UWNEU .”
i $9.4. Section 7.4, ECOPC Summary, last sentence: As noted above, PMJM habitat | Section 7.4 Summary of Ecological Contaminants of Potential Concern,
I within the WBEU was evaluated'as part of the LWOEU and/ UWNEU. This sentence | the last sentence will be revised to remove the words "PMJM receptors”.
WBEU EPA Specific S9.4 } Vol 9 should be revised to remove reference to PMJM receptors.

|

1 .

‘ S$9.5. Section 8.4, intake & Exposure Estimates, PMJM: The text incorrectly states In Section 7, it is determined that an ECOPC identification process will not
that “no ECOPC/PMJM receptor pairs were identified in Section 7”. The WBEU does | be performed for PMJM:receptors in the WBEU because PMJM habitat
not include an ECOPC selection for PMJM because PMJM habitat within the WBEU within the WBEU will be evaluated as part of either UWNEU or LWOEU.

WBEU EPA Specific 89.5 Vol g was evaluated as part of the LWOEU and UWNEU. This section should be revised! In: Section 8.4, the following will be deleted: PMJM Receptors (the
as follows: “An ECOPC selection wasinot performed for PMJM in the WBEU subheading) and the following text: No ECOPC/PMJM receptor pairs were
because PMJM habitat within the WBEU was: evaluated as part of the LWOEU and identified in-Section 7.0. No further evaluations were conducted.
: i) UWNEU .”
i il $9.6. Section 10.1.1, Chromium, Terrestrial Plants & Invertebrates, 7th paragraph: Section 10.1.1, Chromium, Terrestrial Plants and Invertebrates, the 7th.
[ | The sentence describing the basis of the earthworm toxicity value incorrectly makes paragraph, the last sentence will be revised as follows: The alternative
i WBEU EPA Specific S96 Vol'g reference to soybean roots. This sentence should'be revised a follows: “The LOEC is representative of a concentration at which:there is a 30 percent
: alternative LOEC is representative of a concentrations at which there was a 30 reduction in earthworm growth (see Attachment 5).
percent reduction in earthworm growth.”
§9.7. Section 10.1.2, Manganese, 1st sentence: Manganese was not identified as Section 10.1.2, Manganese, the 1st sentence will be revised as.foliwws:
an ECOPC for terrestrial plants. This sentence should'be revised as follows: Manganese HQs for the deer mouse (herbivore) receptors are presented
WBEU EPA Specific S9.7 Vol 9 “Manganese HQs for the deer mouse (herbivore) are presented in Table 10.1”. in Table 10.1..
$9.8. Section 10.1.3, Nickel, Non-PMJM:Small Home 'Range Receptors, 3rd Section 10.1.3, Nickel, Non-PMJM Small. Home Range, 3rd paragraph,
paragraph: This paragraph incorrectly references the UWNEU when discussing references to UWNEU will be removed and replaced with WBEU.
‘ - ., comparisons to background HQs. This paragraph should be revisedito include a
WBEU EPA Specific S9.8 ! Vol'g discussion based on the WBEU.
H
h
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CEU - Source ',Comme'ht'f_!"y'pe 1:  No. . Comment Scope - - vl ¥ Commient wi o RESPONSE ,
‘ ‘ ' \ ' ' 759.9. Section 10.1.9, IPCB, RRisk Description: This section ﬂshould‘ be revised to éectic}h 110;1 .9,‘Total PCBs, Risk-Descripﬁon: t’hye fequééfed change Will
| * 1 include a discussion of whether the WBEU contains any potential PCB source areas, | be made to the text.
WBEU ; EPA Specific S99 Vol 9 ‘sélrr:il:'?r:)fo other ECOPC Risk Description sections (e.g., see Section 10.1.8 for
|
‘ §9.10. Section 10.1.9, PCB, Non-PMJM Small Home Range Receptors, 2nd Il Section 10.1.9, Total PCBs, Non-PMJM Receptors- Small'Home Range,
i : sentence: This sentence is incomplete, and should be revised as follows: “NOAEL | 1st sentence will be added as follows: NOAEL HQs using default risk
WBEU EPA Specific I 8910 Vol 9 ;Q)S; ‘for the mourning dove (insectivore) were greater than or equalito 1 (Tier 1 UTL | models were greater than 1 for the mourning dove (insectivore).
i ' |
1 |
j S$9.11. Table 7.13: The 2nd column header should be changed from “Exceed Any Table 7.13, 2nd Column Heading will be changed to "Exceeds Prairie Dog
} NOAEL ESL?" to “Exceeds Prairie Dog NOAEL ESL?” || NOAEL ESL"
WBEU EPA Specific $9:11 Vol 9
| $9.12. Table 8.3: Change “Total PCs” to “Total PCBs”. Change “N/A = No available” | Table 8.3, the requested changes. will be made.
it ‘ ! to “N/A =Not available”. . |
WBEU | EPA Specific | S9.12 Vol 9 |
Bl i1
| ‘
| $9.13. Attachment 1, Detection:Limit Adequacy, Section 1.2: This section compares | Attachment 1, Section 1.2: The error will ‘be corrected in the revised text.
| detection limits to ecological screening levels (ESLs) notthumanihealth preliminary |
WBEU EPA Specific S9.13 Vol 9 ;i?gcgénson goals (PRGs). Therefore, section text should be revised to refer to ESLs |
| |
S§9.14. Attachment 3, Section 2.4: This section:incorrectly states that “there are.no. || Attachment 3, Section 2.4, the text will be revised as follows: There are
‘PMJM habitats within [the] WBEU".. The WBEU does contain iportions of PMJM | smallportions of several PMJM patches within WBEU; however, these
- ‘ ‘habitat patches, however, PMUM habitat within the WBEU was evaluated as part of || patches are evaluated in either LWOEU or UWNEU.
WBEU =72 i S ele the LWOEU and UWNEU. This section should be revised as follows: “PMJM habitat |
within the WBEU was evaluated as part of the LWOEWU and UWNEU.” |
| $9.15. Attachment 3, Boron, Molybdenum and Tin, Background Comparison: These [ Attachment 3, Section 4.0 Boron, Molybdenum and Tin Comparison to
sections should reiterate that concentrations of these metals were either not 1 RFETS Background and Other Background iData Sets: The text willibe
‘ o ‘ analyzed (e.g., boron) or were all nor-detect (e.g., molybdenum, tin) in the RFETS revised as suggested.
WBEU EPA Specific $9.15 Vol 9 backgroundidata set; therefore, a statistical comparison to RFETS background was
‘not performed.
$9.16. Attachment 3, Barium, Section 4.3.5, Risk Potential: This section:incorrectly Attachment 3, Barium, Section 4.3.5, RiskPotential: this sentence will be
concludes that because “the [herbivorous mourning dove] ESL is not below the range | deleted from the text and no'backgreund discussion is included in this
‘ - ‘ of background concentrations.. [it] is likely to be overly conservative for use in | section.
Bl EPA Specitfic $9.16 i screening level risk assessments.” The fact that the ESL is higher than background !
supports the conclusion. that the ESL is not likely to be overly conservative. This i
sentence should ibe revised accordingly. :
| $9.17. Attachment 3, Molybdenum, Log-Probability Plots: As notediin the general Attachment 3: Figures A3.4.7a and A3.4.7b will be deleted and the text
| comments above, the use of a log-probability plot is of limited use for a data setthat | will be revised accordingly.
Il is highly censored. ‘Currently, the method used to fit a probability plot to'a censored
| data setis incorrect. For molybdenum, probability plots are shown'based on detects. |
WBEU EPA Specific §9.17 Vol 9 | only, based on non-detects only, and based on all data. {For the detects-only plot, ;
| ‘non-detects are not used in computing the z-score.. This approach is not appropriate
‘because the z-scores must be based on the-entire data set. These probability plots -
should be revised to present z-<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>